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CASE NO. CV 05-5781 
MEMORANDUM DECISION AND 
ORDER ON POST TRIAL MOTIONS, 
DENYING MOTION FOR 
JUDGMENT NOTWITHSTANDING 
THE VERDICT AND MOTION FOR 
NEW TRIAL, BUT PARTIALLY 
GRANTING MOTION TO AMEND THE 
JUDGMENT TO APPLY THE 
STATUTORY CAP BY APPLYING THE 
CAP TO EACH NAMED PLAINTIFF 
INDIVIDUALLY 
The above-entitled case came before this Court on July 1, 2009, on various post-
trial motions, including Defendant's Motion to Alter or Amend the Judgment to Apply 
the Statutory Cap on Non-Economic Damages to All Plaintiffs Collectively, Motion for 
Judgment Notwithstanding the Verdict, or in the alternative Motion for New Trial and/or 
for Remittitur, as well as Defendant's Objection to the Judgment Upon the Verdict. 
MEMORANDUM DECISION 1 
3899 
Steven K. Tolman and Doug Abenroth appeared on behalf of the Defendants, Dr. 
Nathan Coonrod and Primary Health Care Center ("Dr. Coonrod"), and David E. 
Comstock, Byron V. Foster and John Bush appeared on behalf of the Plaintiffs ("the 
Aguilars"). Elwood Cleaver was also present as an officer of Primary Health Care 
Center. At the conclusion of oral argument, the Court ruled on certain issues and took 
other issues under advisement. 
Rulings that were issued at July 1, 2009 hearing. 
At the conclusion of oral argument, the Court On the record the Court denied Dr. 
Coonrod's Motion for New Trial pursuant to I.R.C.P. 59(a)(l) and/or (7) alleging error of 
law in the jury instruction on proximate cause (jury Instruction No. 23), holding that, as a 
matter of law, the jury's determination of proximate cause in this case required 
application of the "substantial factor" standard. Dr. Coonrod's Motion for New Trial 
pursuant to I.R.C.P. 59(a)(7) and/or (1) was also denied with regard to the listing of 
plaintiffs individually for the determination of non-economic damages on the special jury 
verdict form, holding that the separate listing was appropriate given the nature of the 
considerations required of the jury. The Court also noted that the different verdict figures 
awarded to each of the plaintiffs reflected the jury's separate consideration of the harm to 
each member of the Aguilar family, with regard to his or her age and relationship to the 
decedent. The Court also ruled that listing each Plaintiff separately on the special verdict 
form was not a valid basis to modify the judgment under I.R.C.P. 59(e). 
On the issue of whether it was an error in law for the Court to refuse to allow 
Defendants to present evidence of non-party negligence through Plaintiffs' witness, Dr. 
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Blaylock, the Motion was also tentatively denied, with the Court reserving judgment to 
revise the ruling. 
The Court also denied Dr. Coonrod's Motion for New Trial under I.R.C.P. 
59(a)(5) and (6), on the issue of whether the verdict and damages were awarded due to 
passion or prejudice, but reserved the opportunity to reconsider the I.R.C.P. 59(a)(5) and 
( 6) motions with regard to the issue of damages, but not with regard to the issue of 
liability. 
Background 
This case arises from the death of Maria Aguilar on June 4, 2003. An autopsy 
report showed that she had suffered a saddle embolism in the right and left pulmonary 
arteries, which was determined to be her cause of death. The Aguilars filed suit for 
wrongful death against several doctors and institutions that treated the decedent, 
including Dr. Coonrod and Primary Health Care Center. After a jury trial, the jury 
awarded Plaintiffs Jose Aguilar, Sr.,  Aguilar and  Aguilar $700,000.00 
in economic damages. The jury also awarded non-economic damages to the Plaintiffs 
individually in the amount of: Jose Aguilar, Sr.: $903,000;  Aguilar: $785,000; 
Guadalupe Maria Aguilar: $725,000;  Aguilar: $602,000; and Jose Aguilar, Jr.: 
$485,000. This Court subsequently entered judgment consistent with this verdict. 
Analysis 
I. Rule 50(b) Motion for Judgment Notwithstanding the Verdict 
Dr. Coonrod has moved for judgment notwithstanding the verdict (JNOV) under 
I.R.C.P. 50(b)1, challenging sufficiency of the foundation established by Plaintiffs for the 
1 Rule 50(b ). Motion for judgment notwithstanding the verdict. 
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' ' . 
knowledge of their expert witnesses, Dr. Paul Blaylock and Dr. Samuel LeBaron, of the 
local standard of care. 
A. Legal Standard 
A motion for JNOV based upon Rule 50(b) is treated as a delayed motion for 
directed verdict, and the standard for both is the same. Quick v. Crane, 111 Idaho 759, 
763, 727 P.2d 1187, 1191 (1986). Defendant admits the truth of all of Plaintiffs 
evidence and every legitimate inference that can be drawn therefrom. Id. The question is 
whether there is substantial evidence upon which a jury could properly find a verdict for 
Plaintiff. Id. The court must consider all the evidence submitted to the jury. Hibbler v. 
Fisher, 109 Idaho 1007, 1010, 712 P.2d 708, 711 (Ct. App. 1985). The question is not 
whether there is literally no evidence supporting the party against whom the motion is 
made, but whether there is substantial evidence upon which the jury could properly find a 
verdict for that party. Mann v. Safeway Stores, Inc., 95 Idaho 732, 736, 518 P.2d 1194, 
1198 (1974). If there is not substantial evidence to support the verdict, it must be 
overturned. Alderson v. Bonner, 142 Idaho, 738, 132 P.3d 1261, 1266 (Ct. App. 2006). 
See also Smith v. Great Basin Grain Co., 98 Idaho 266,274, 561 P.2d 1299, 1397 (1977). 
"The function of I.R.C.P. 50(b) is to give the trial court the last opportunity to order the 
judgment that the law requires." Quick, 111 Idaho at 7 64, 727 P .2d at 1992. 
A motion for judgment notwithstanding the verdict shall be served not later than fourteen (14) 
days after entry of the judgment and may be made whether or not the party moved for a directed 
verdict; or if a verdict was not returned a motion for judgment notwithstanding the verdict shall be 
served not later than fourteen (14) days after discharge of the jury. A motion for a new trial may 
be joined with this motion, or a new trial may be prayed for in the alternative, in conformance with 
the requirements of Rule 59(a); and a motion to set aside or otherwise nullify a verdict or for a 
new trial shall be deemed to include this motion as an alternative. If a verdict was returned the 
court may allow the judgment to stand or may reopen the judgment and either order a new trial or 
direct the entry of judgment. Ifno verdict was returned the court may direct the entry of judgment 
or may order a new trial. The failure of a party to move for a directed verdict, for a judgment 
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B. "Actual Knowledge" Of The Community Standard Of Care 
At issue with regard to the expert testimony and opinions of Dr. Blaylock and Dr. 
LeBaron is whether Plaintiffs established the doctors each possessed "actual knowledge" 
of the relevant community standard of healthcare applicable to Dr. Coonrod for the time 
in question. The relevant "community" is defined by Idaho Code § 6-1012 as the 
"geographical area ordinarily served by the licensed general hospital at or nearest to 
which such care was or allegedly should have been provided." LC. § 6-1012. An expert 
witness must have actual knowledge of the applicable standard of care in order for such 
testimony to be admissible at trial. See Rhodehouse v. Stutts, 125 Idaho 208, 868 P .2d 
1224 (1994); Strode v. Lenzi, 116 Idaho 214, 775 P.2d 106 (1989). If an expert witness 
cannot establish actual knowledge of the applicable and local standard of care, then such 
testimony should be stricken from the record. See Rhodehouse, 125 Idaho at 212, 868 
P.2d at 1228; Strode, 116 Idaho at 216, 775 P.2d at 108. 
In the present case, the relevant community in which treatment was provided by 
Dr. Coonrod and Primary Health Care Center is Nampa, Idaho. When Plaintiffs laid the 
foundation for the testimony of Dr. Blaylock and Dr. LeBaron, evidence was presented 
that each testifying medical expert spoke with doctors practicing in Caldwell, Meridian 
and Boise, Idaho. Dr. Coonrod argues that Caldwell, Meridian and Boise are all separate 
communities from Nampa under LC. § 6-1012, and because Dr. Blaylock and Dr. 
Lebaron did not speak to any doctors practicing in Nampa, Idaho, the Plaintiffs therefore 
did not establish the doctors' knowledge of the applicable local standard of care. See 
Gubler v. Boe, 120 Idaho 294, 868 P.2d 1034 (1991) (affirming dismissal due to 
notwithstanding the verdict or for a new trial shall not preclude appellate review of the sufficiency 
of the evidence when proper assignment of error is made in the appellate court. 
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plaintiffs expert witness's failure to establish his actual knowledge of the applicable 
local standard of care in Pocatello, Idaho, under LC. § 6-1012, when he testified that he 
spoke with a physician practicing in Idaho Falls, a city approximately 50 miles away 
from Pocatello). Dr. Conrood argues that I.C. § 6-1012 requires that for Blaylock and 
LeBaron to obtain actual knowledge of the applicable standard in Nampa, Idaho, the 
doctors must have consulted with a family practice physician practicing family medicine 
in Nampa, Idaho. 
In the present case Dr. Blaylock and Dr. LeBaron spoke with multiple doctors 
from multiple surrounding communities. Among the physicians consulted by both Dr. 
Blaylock and Dr. LeBaron was Dr. Michael L. Roach, MD, a family practice physician 
with St. Alphonsus Medical Group in Caldwell, Idaho, located approximately eight miles 
from Mercy Medical Center in Nampa, Idaho, which is the closest hospital to Dr. 
Coonrod's clinic. Dr. Roach reflected that during his practice he had become familiar 
with practices of family physicians in Nampa, Idaho, including for the months of April, 
May and June of 2003, and also indicated the basis by which he became familiar with the 
standard of health care practice for family practice physicians in Nampa, which he 
indicated was the same during that period as it was in Caldwell. Dr. Roach related that 
he interacted with physicians practicing in a variety of specialties in Nampa and the 
surrounding communities, including family practice physicians. He indicated that he 
communicated with these physicians both in writing and verbally, and that his interaction 
included material and information specifically related to specific patients, as well as 
information more broadly conceptual in nature and not related to any specific patient. In 
his discussion with Doctors Blaylock and LeBaron, Dr. Roach also discussed the 
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diagnostic capabilities for coronary artery disease and gastrointestinal conditions under 
the same geographic and time factors. 
In addition, Plaintiffs submitted evidence at trial that counsel had contacted every 
physician practicing family medicine in the Nampa, Caldwell, Weiser and Emmett, Idaho 
area, (who had not treated Maria Aguilar), and only one doctor (Roach) would agree to 
speak with Plaintiffs' experts. Plaintiffs have argued persuasively that in the event Dr. 
Roach is not deemed to be knowledgeable of standard of medical care for family practice 
physicians in Nampa, Idaho at the time in question, then the standard was effectively 
"indeterminable" and the plaintiffs experts were still qualified to testify to the LC. §6-
1012 standards based on their knowledge of similar communities. See, Hoene v. Barnes, 
121 Idaho 752, 828 P.2d 315 (1992). 
This Court previously agreed that sufficient foundation was established for Dr. 
Blaylock and Dr. LeBaron to testify at trial when the matter was raised during the trial 
and agrees now. The Defendants' motion for a judgment notwithstanding the verdict is 
denied. 
II. Motion for New Trial 
A. Legal Standard Generally 
The decision to grant a new trial is within the discretion of the trial court. Hughes 
v. Idaho Dept. of Law Enforcement, 129 Idaho 558, 929 P.2d 120 (1996). The court is 
not required to view the evidence in favor of the non-moving,party in determining if a 
new trial is warranted. Quick, 111 Idaho at 764, 727 P .2d at 1192. "The trial court must 
weigh the trial evidence, including its own determination of the credibility of the 
witnesses, and grant the motion only where the verdict is not in accord with the court's 
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assessment of the clear weight of the evidence." Nepanuseno v. Hansen, 140 Idaho 942, 
945, 104 P.3d 984, 987 (Ct. App. 2004). Before granting a motion for a new trial, the 
Court must also conclude that a retrial would produce a different result. Lanham v. Idaho 
Power Co., 130 Idaho 486, 498, 943 P.2d 912, 924 (1997); Heitz v. Carroll, 117 Idaho 
373,378, 788 P.2d 188, 193 (1990). 
Of necessity, when the trial court grants one of these motions, it 
should state its reasons with particularity unless it is obvious from the 
record itself. Whereas, if the trial court simply denies the motion, it need 
only state, or point to where in the record it reveals, that the moving party 
has failed to meet its burden to justify granting the motion. We see no 
logic in requiring the trial court to explain a grant but not a denial of such 
motions, although the extent of his explanation will obviously be greater 
with a grant. In either case, he must distinguish between the various 
motions and the grounds upon which they are based, and not, as was the 
case here, simply lump them all together and issue a general grant or 
denial. 
Quick, 111 Idaho at 773, 727 P .2d at 1201. 
Dr. Coonrod moves for a new trial under I.R.C.P. 59(a) on three separate grounds: 
First, abuse of discretion or error of law that prohibited Dr. Coonrod from receiving a fair 
trial, I.R.C.P. 59(a)(l), (7); second, the excessiveness of the non-economic damage 
award, I.R.C.P. 59(a)(5); and third, the insufficiency of the evidence to justify the 
damages award, I.R.C.P. 59(a)(6).2 
2 
•Rule 59. New trial 
(a) New Trial-Amendment of Judgment-Grounds. A new trial may be granted to all or any of the 
parties and on all or part of the issues in an action for any of the following reasons: 
I. Irregularity in the proceedings of the court, jury or adverse party or any order of the court or abuse of 
discretion by which either party was prevented from having a fair trial. 
5. Excessive damages or inadequate damages, appearing to have been given under the influence of passion 
or prejudice. 
6. Insufficiency of the evidence to justify the verdict or other decision, or that it is against the law. 
7. Error in law, occurring at the trial. 
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B. Rules 59(a)(l) and 59(a)(7) - Abuse Of Discretion Or Error Of Law That 
Prohibited Dr. Coonrod From Receiving A Fair Trial. 
1) Standard 
Decisions regarding the admission of evidence are reversed only upon a showing 
ofan abuse of discretion. Van Brunt v. Stoddard, 136 Idaho 681,686, 39 P.3d 621,626 
(2001) (discussing State v. Lewis, 126 Idaho 77, 878 P.2d 776 (1994)). 
Dr. Coonrod argues it was either an abuse of discretion or an error in law under 
I.R.C.P. 59(a) to refuse to allow Defendants to present evidence through the Plaintiffs' 
expert witness, Dr. Paul Blaylock, regarding the non-party negligence of Dr. Long and 
Dr. Chai. Doctors Long and Chai were two of the other treating physicians of Mrs. 
Aguilar and were formerly named as defendants in this action, but they were dismissed 
by the plaintiffs during the week before the trial. The Court did not allow Defendants to 
utilize Dr. Blaylock to establish negligence by non-parties Long and Chai, which 
prevented Defendants from qualifying Dr. Long and Dr. Chai for inclusion on the special 
verdict form. 
In Idaho, LC. § 6-802 provides that before a non-party is included on a special 
verdict form, for purposes of apportioning negligence, there must be a showing that the 
requisite elements of a cause of action against the non-party have been presented at trial. 
Vannoy v. Uniroyal Tire Co., 111 Idaho 536, 551, 726 P.2d 648, 663 (1985) (Bistline, J., 
concurring and citing Lasselle v. Special Products Co., 106 Idaho 170, 173, 677 P.2d 
484, 486 (1983)). See also Jones v. Crawforth, 147 Idaho 11, 205 P.3d 660, 667 (2009). 
The burden of proof for an affirmative defense lies with the Defendant. Vannoy, 111 
Idaho at 551, 726 P.2d at 663. 
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2) As previously ruled, the Court did not err by refusing to allow Dr. 
Coonrod to submit Dr. Blaylock's testimony regarding the negligence of non-
parties, Dr. Long and Dr. Chai. 
Defendants did not establish a prima facie case for the negligence of any non-
parties during the trial, and therefore this Court did not allow Dr. Coonrod to include any 
third parties on the special verdict form. It is clear that Dr. Coonrod and Primary Health 
Care Center disclosed through discovery their intent to use Plaintiffs' witnesses, 
including expert witnesses, at trial, but did not provide the specific disclosures required 
of Rule 26(b )( 4 )(A). 3 In addition, throughout the pendency of this case and up until the 
dismissal of Dr. Long and Dr. Chai, all of the Defendants presented as their defense what 
Plaintiffs' counsel described as a "united front," consistently claiming that none of the 
named defendants violated the relevant standard of healthcare and none of the named 
defendants were negligent. Dr. Coonrod and co-defendants maintained this position 
during the pre-trial conference, the result of which was that after the Court conferred with 
all counsel, the number of Defendants' preemptory juror challenges for the four 
defendants was determined to be a total of eight (to select 14 jurors), based largely on the 
3 ( 4) Trial preparation--Experts. 
Discovery of facts known and opinions held by experts, expected to testify, otherwise 
discoverable under the provisions of subdivision (b)(l} of this rule and acquired or 
developed in anticipation of litigation or for trial, may be obtained by interrogatory 
and/or deposition, including: 
{A) (i) A complete statement of all opinions to be expressed and the basis and 
reasons therefore; the data or other information considered by the witness in 
forming the opinions; any exhibits to be used as a summary of or support for the 
opinions; any qualifications of the witness, including a list of all publications authored 
by the witness within the preceding ten years; the compensation to be paid for the 
testimony; and a listing of any other cases in which the witness has testified as an 
expert at trial or by deposition within the preceding four years. (ii) Upon motion, the 
court may order further discovery by other means, subject to such restrictions as to 
scope and such provisions, pursuant to subdivision (b){4)(C) of this rule, concerning 
fees and expenses as the court may deem appropriate. (iii) No party shall contact an 
expert witness of an opposing party without first obtaining the permission of the 
opposing party or the court. 
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determination by the Court that their were essentially no conflicts among the respective 
defendants, in that none of the named defendants were alleging that any of the named 
treating physicians, including Dr. Long and Dr. Chai, had violated the standard of 
medical care. 
Dr. Coonrod subsequently attempted to use Dr. Blaylock as a witness during his 
defense case at trial to establish the non-party negligence of Dr. Coonrod's former co-
defendants, Dr. Chai and Dr. Long. However, Dr. Coonrod had not properly disclosed 
Dr. Blaylock to Plaintiffs as a defense expert as required under I.R.C.P. Rule 26(b)(4). 
Idaho Rule of Civil Procedure 26(b)(4) requires that parties identify each person 
whom the party expects to call as an expert witness at trial, as well as the subject matter 
and substance of the opinions to which they expect the expert to testify. Dr. Coonrod did 
not disclose the subject matter or the substance of the testimony of Dr. Blaylock other 
than to indicate that he would testify consistent with his opinions previously disclosed. 
Dr. Coonrod argues that the substance of the disclosure was the same as Plaintiffs 
disclosure to Defendants regarding the same expert. While the substance may be similar 
in some respects, Dr. Coonrod was nonetheless required under the rules of discovery to 
disclose the substance of Dr. Blaylock's testimony, including a "complete statement of all 
opinions to be expressed and the basis and reasons therefore." I.R.C.P. 26(b)(4)(A)(i). 
In White v. Mock, the Idaho Supreme Court upheld a decision prohibiting a party 
from calling an opposing party's expert witness when there had been no disclosure of 
such testimony. 140 Idaho 882, 889, 104 P.2d 356, 363 (2004). The Court pointed out 
that, in maintaining the spirit and purposes of the rules on discovery: 
[a] general reservation of rights to call the other party's 
witnesses is not the type of disclosure envisioned by the 
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rule, in that it does not apprise the opposing party of the 
identity of the specific expert to be relied upon and does 
not reveal the general substance of that testimony or its 
relation to the legal theory. 
Id. See also Gallo v. Peninsula Hospital, 164 Cal.App.3d 899, 903-904, 211 Cal.Rptr. 
27, 30 (1985) (holding general reservation of rights to call the other party's witness is not 
the type of disclosure envisioned by the rule). 
Accordingly, by not allowing Dr. Coonrod to present evidence of non-party 
negligence by calling Plaintiffs' expert Dr. Blaylock, the Court applied the prevailing 
Idaho case law and exercised its discretion regarding the admissibility of evidence and 
expert opinion. The motion for new trial based on abuse of discretion or error of law is 
denied. 
C. Rule 59(a)(5)- Excessive Damages 
With regard to damages, Dr. Coonrod contends that the award of economic and 
non-economic damages are excessive and appear to have been given under the influence 
of passion or prejudice, with no supporting evidence on the trial record, requiring a new 
trial, or in the alternative, a remittitur of the damages awarded. 
1) Standard 
Idaho Rule of Civil Procedure 59(a)(5) applies when excessive damages appear to 
have been the result of or under the influence of passion or prejudice. While the trial 
court is not required to state the dollar amount it would have awarded, the ruling must 
show that the trial court has weighed the evidence, determined the amount he would have 
awarded, compared that amount with the jury's award, and found a disparity so great that 
it shocks the conscience of the court. Pratton v. Gage, 122 Idaho 848, 853, 840 P.2d 392, 
397 (1992). 
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A judge's figure of damages will often be different from that of the jury's. 
However, it is a function of the jury to set the damage award based on its sense of 
fairness and justice, therefore the trial judge must defer to the jury, "unless it is apparent 
to the trial judge that there is a great disparity between the two damage awards and that 
disparity cannot be explained away as simply the product of two separate entities valuing 
the proof of the plaintiffs injuries in two equally fair ways." Quick v. Crane, 111 Idaho 
759, 769, 727 P.2d 1187, 1197 (1986) (emphasis in original). Thus, only if "the trial 
judge discovers that his determination of damages is so substantially different from that 
of the jury that he can only explain this difference as resulting from some unfair behavior, 
or what the law calls 'passion or prejudice,' on the part of the jury ... then he should 
grant a new trial." Id. How substantial this difference must be is impossible to 
formulate with any degree of accuracy. It will necessarily vary with the factual context 
of each case and the trial judge's sense of fairness and justice. 
2) As previously ruled, the jury's damage award was not excessive. 
The amount of damages awarded to the Plaintiffs does not shock the conscience 
of this Court. The economic damage award of $700,000 is within the range presented by 
Cornelius Hofman, the Plaintiffs' expert. The jury awarded non-economic damages to 
the Plaintiffs individually and chose to award significantly different amounts to each 
family member. These separately quantified damage amounts demonstrate that the jury 
gave careful thought and consideration to the damage question in regard to the decedent's 
husband and each of her children, and based its verdict on evidence rather than passion or 
prejudice. 
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The jury's non-economic damages award also cannot be excessive given the fact 
that the award will be lowered to the cap in the case of three of the Plaintiffs (to 
$682,200.65) and the other two Plaintiffs were given awards below the statutorily 
mandated cap. Reduction of the non-economic damages to the statutory cap is a 
legislatively mandated remittitur under LC. §6-1603. The Court does not find that there 
is any other legal or just basis for further reduction of the damages under the facts of this 
case. 
D. Rule 59(a)(6) - Insufficiency Of Evidence To Support The Jury's Verdict 
1) Standard 
A determination of a Rule 59(a)(6) motion for new trial based upon insufficient 
evidence to justify the verdict is within the discretion of the trial court. Warren v. Sharp, 
139 Idaho 599, 83 P.3d 773 (2003). A trial judge is "not required to view the evidence in 
a light most favorable to the verdict-winner. ... [W]hen a motion for a new trial is based 
on the ground that the verdict is against the weight of the evidence, the judge is free to 
weigh the conflicting evidence for himself." Quick, 111 Idaho at 763, 727 P.2d at 1195. 
Rule 59(a)(6) allows a trial court to grant a new trial when there is "insufficiency of 
evidence to justify the verdict or other decision." I.R.C.P. 59(a)(6). A court may grant a 
new trial where it weighs the evidence and determines the credibility of the witnesses, 
and from that consideration, the court is led to the conclusion that the verdict is not in 
accord with its assessment of the clear weight of the evidence. Sheets v. Agro-West, Inc., 
104 Idaho 880, 883, 664 P.2d 787, 790 (Ct. App. 1983). Respect for the function of the 
jury prevents the granting of a new trial except in unusual circumstances. Pratton v. 
Gage, 122 Idaho 848, 850, 840 P.2d 392,394 (1992). 
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The Idaho Supreme Court has held that Idaho law provides that the "measure of 
damages is ordinarily such as will compensate for loss or prejudice suffered;" but, "there 
is no set standard for measuring the value of human health or happiness." Sanchez v. 
Galey, 112 Idaho 609,612, 733 P.2d 1234, 1237 (1986). 
2) Economic Damages 
In the present case, as previously noted, this Court would have reached the same 
verdict as the jury on the issue of liability on the part of Dr. Coonrod, and therefore, the 
Court would have awarded damages. As the Court noted at the July 1, 2009 hearing, the 
Plaintiffs have presented substantial evidence that supported the jury verdict as to both 
liability and damages against Defendants Coonrod and Primary Health Care Center. 
i) As previously ruled, there was sufficient evidence of Plaintiffs' 
economic damages to sustain the verdict. 
Dr. Coonrod argues that the cost of the decedent's domestic services was 
improperly calculated and that the plaintiffs' evidence was i11sufficient to sustain the 
jury's award of $415,922 - $455,153 in economic damages for household services, of the 
total economic damages verdict of $700,000. Dr. Coonrod contends that the damages for 
household services should be subtracted from the total economic damages amount 
because Plaintiffs did not provide adequate evidence that the costs were incurred. 
Dr. Coonrod cites a federal case interpreting Texas and Mississippi law, Tello v. 
United States, 608 F. Supp.2d 805 (W.D.Tex. 2009), in which the court held that under 
the Texas statute, a plaintiff must provide evidence of actual payment for replaced 
household services for the recovery to be economic in nature. Dr. Coonrod argues further 
that the Aguilars did not proffer evidence pertaining to "actual or incurred financial or 
economic loss" relating to household services, which is required under the Tello 
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interpretation of economic loss. Defendants contend that the testimony of Plaintiffs' 
expert, Cornelius Hofman, offered only opinions and calculations, and did not present 
evidence relating to "actual" or "incurred" economic loss. 
In response, the Plaintiffs argue that Tello is inapplicable because the facts of 
Tello were different, and the Mississippi statute relied on in Tello does not use the same 
statutory language as the Idaho statute. Plaintiffs also assert that there have been a 
multitude of other cases that have considered loss of household services to be a 
compensable economic loss. 
As an example, the Plaintiffs note that the New Mexico Supreme Court 
articulated that when a husband, who performed about 30 hours of household related 
services a week, "performed [those] household services, other income-producing activity 
could not be undertaken. Further, specific costs would be incurred if someone else were 
retained to perform them. . . . [T]he value of those services is an evidentiary item 
admissible in this case in establishing the present worth of a husband's life." Corlett v. 
Smith 107 N.M. 707, 763 P.2d 1172 (N.M. App. 1988). 
Idaho does not require evidence that costs were "incurred," only that they are 
"objectively verifiable." LC. § 6-1601(3). In his testimony, Mr. Hofman was able to 
succinctly calculate the value of Maria's services in the home, and what the cost of 
replacing those services would be, into an "objectively verifiable" monetary amount. The 
Aguilars are not required produce receipts to prove the value of their loss - they are only 
required to offer objective evidence to the court to substantiate their damages claim -
evidence that was presented in the form of Mr. Hofman's expert testimony. 
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In addition, this Court finds that there is no substantive difference between the 
nature of the economic testimony and loss figures presented by Mr. Hofman than those 
presented, allowed and affirmed by the Idaho Supreme Court in Sanchez v. Gailey. The 
credibility of Mr. Hofman's testimony was specifically before the jury and, as in Sanchez, 
the jury "answered with their verdict." 112 Idaho at 621, 733 P.2d at 1246. 
With regard to the jury's quantification of economic damages, it is apparent that 
in order for the jury to reach their verdict in this case, they would have likely found the 
upper estimates provided by Mr. Hofman in his testimony accurately quantified the loss 
of income and services by the Plaintiffs as a result of Maria Aguilar's wrongful death. 
After evaluating the evidence, this Court would have found that the economic damages 
suffered by the plaintiffs were in the "same ballpark" as those of the jury. 
ii) Categorization of Household Services as an Economic Damage 
Defendants argue in the alternative that if this Court finds that the jury's damage 
amount for household services was properly calculated, it should be categorized as a non-
economic damage, making those damages subject to the statutory cap under I.C. § 6-
1603.4 The Court finds that the damages awarded to the Aguilars for loss of Maria's 
household services should not be removed from the economic and added to non-
economic damages, because the damages under discussion are in fact economic in nature. 
In addition to Mr. Hofman's testimony, discussed supra, during the trial Jose 
Aguilar Jr. and Guadalupe Maria Aguilar both offered substantial testimony affirming the 
4 None of the parties are contesting the fact that the jury considered the loss of household services 
as an economic damage. However, in the jury Instruction No. 25 on damages, this Court listed the "loss of 
decedent's services" under non-economic damages, but all of the parties appear to be in agreement that the 
jury considered such damages as economic, as opposed to non-economic, and that such is reflected in their 
verdict, which is consistent with the testimony of Plaintiffs' economic expert, Cornelius Hofman. As noted 
in this decision, loss of household services are economic damages, and this Court was in error by not 
specifying that loss of household services are economic damages, but such error was apparently harmless. 
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economic value of decedent's services to the Aguilar family. Their testimony included 
the fact that after her mother's death, Ms. Aguilar dropped out of college and moved back 
in with her father to assist in the household services that her mother used to provide. The 
evidence reflects that Ms. Aguilar placed her own life on hold and sacrificed her own 
education, goals and aspirations to take responsibility for the loss incurred by the family 
due to her mother's death, and to care for her two younger siblings. 
This Court has evaluated the evidence and determined that it would have decided 
the economic damage issue in a similar fashion as the jury, and the difference between 
any decision of the Court and that of the jury does not "shock the conscience." The 
verdict appears to be based on a reasonable interpretation of the evidence, with the jury 
having had the opportunity to evaluate the logic and credibility of the Plaintiffs, as well 
as the parties' respective witnesses. 
3) Non-Economic Damages 
The Motion for New Trial under Rule 59(a)(6), insufficient evidence to justify the 
verdict, is also denied with regard to the non-economic damages. 
Dr. Coomod argues that the record reflects amount of damages actually proved by 
the Plaintiffs is much lower than amount awarded by jury, and that the special jury form 
listing each Plaintiff separately, rather than collectively, prejudiced the jury. As 
discussed supra, the Court previous ruled on the record that the listing of Plaintiffs 
individually on the special verdict form was not prejudicial as a matter of law. In a 
comparison of this Court's calculation of non-economic damages to the jury's 
calculation, the difference between these damage amounts does not "shock the 
conscience." Similar to the economic damages amount, the jury's non-economic 
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damages verdict appears to be based not on speculation and guesswork, but on a 
reasonable interpretation of the evidence. 
III.Motion To Alter Or Amend The Judgment To Apply The Statutory Cap On 
Non-Economic Damages To All Plaintiffs Collectively 
It is agreed on by the parties that the version of LC. §6-1603 in effect at the time 
of Mrs. Aguilar's death was the prior to the 2003 amendments to the statute. Thus, under 
the formula of the statute in effect at the time, the statutory cap on non-economic 
' 
damages is $682,200.65. Dr. Coonrod argues that the cap of $682,200.65, as applied to 
"a claimant" in I.C. §6-l 603(2)(b ), applies to all plaintiffs collectively. 
A. Generally 
The interpretation of a statute is a question of law. Kelso & Irwin, PA v. State Ins. 
Fund, 134 Idaho 130, 134, 997 P.2d 591 (2000). If a statute is unambiguous, analysis of 
statutory construction is unnecessary and courts are free to apply the plain meaning of the 
statute, Martin v. State Farm Mut. Auto. Ins. Co., 138 Idaho 244, 246, 61 P.3d 601 
(2002). Ambiguity is not established merely because the parties present differing 
interpretations, Rim View Trout Co. v. Higginson, 121 Idaho 819, 823, 828 P.2d 848 
(1992), but rather with the literal language of the statute, D&M Country Estates 
Homeowners Ass'n v. Romriell, 138 Idaho 160, 164-65, 59 P.3d 965 (2002). 
B. The plain language of the statute instructs that the Idaho non-economic 
damages cap applies per claimant, rather than per claim. 
Idaho Code section 6-1603 provides: "The limitation contained in this section 
applies to the sum of: [ ... ] (b) noneconomic damages sustained by a claimant, regardless 
of ... the number of actions filed .... " LC.§ 6-1603(2)(b). Defendants interpret this to 
mean that the cap applies to all plaintiffs collectively regardless of the "number of actions 
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filed," so whether five plaintiffs file a collective wrongful death suit or file five separate 
suits, the statute applies the cap as a maximum award for the total of all non-economic 
damages awarded the five plaintiffs collectively. 
Defendants equate the statutory language of "number of actions filed" with 
"number of plaintiffs filing actions." Defendants argue that the Court should interpret the 
statutory language to apply the cap to the sum of all non-economic damages, regardless 
of the "number of actions filed" - and read "actions filed" to refer to the total number of 
actions filed by separate plaintiffs. Defendants suggest that the intent is to group all the 
plaintiffs and their causes of action together and then apply the cap, rather than apply the 
cap to each individual person regardless of how many separate actions that person brings 
against the defendant. 
However, this interpretation of the statute is contrary to the plain language of 
section 6-1603, and specifically ignores section 6-1603(2)'s unambiguous definition of 
"claimant." In J.C. § 6-1603(2)(b), the phrase "number of actions filed" applies to the 
earlier object in the sentence, "a claimant." The term "claimant" is defined in J.C. § 6-
1601 as "any party to a civil action making a claim for relief, legal or equitable, 
compensatory or non-compensatory." Therefore, each person with at least one individual 
claim against the defendant would be a "claimant," and thus, the limitation of the cap in 
LC. § 6-1603 should be applied to the total amount of damages awarded to each one of 
the plaintiffs, each of them a "claimant" as defined by LC. § 6-1601. 
Each of the Aguilar plaintiffs is a "claimant" as defined in § 6-1601 (2), because 
each of the Aguilar plaintiffs is a party plaintiff to this civil action and each made a claim 
for relief seeking compensatory damages. 
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C. The Idaho Supreme Court's Decision in Horner v. Sani-Top Instructs Trial 
Courts To Apply The Cap On A Per Claimant Basis 
In Horner v. Sani-Top, 143 Idaho 230, 141 P.2d 1099 (2006), the parents of 
deceased child brought wrongful death action against countertop manufacturer after two-
year-old was struck by debris from load of countertops that fell as store employee 
removed them from a high shelf using a forklift. The Supreme Court held that the trial 
judge properly applied statutory cap on non-economic damages on a per claim basis. 
Justice Trout's decision makes clear that the non-economic damages cap is to be applied 
individually to each "plaintiff/claimant:" 
In this case, the district judge correctly treated this as he would 
any other jury verdict, initially applying comparative fault to the 
total damage award for each plaintiff and then multiplying each 
damage award by the 13% of fault attributable to Sani-Top. 
Then, in preparing to enter judgment against Sani-Top, he 
considered LC. § 6-1603, which provides that no judgment shall 
be entered for a claimant exceeding the statutory cap. Since not 
one of the plaintiffs damage awards for noneconomic damages 
exceeded the statutory cap, the judge appropriately entered 
judgment in compliance with LC.§ 6-1603 .... 
LC. § 6-1603 specifically contemplates the amount of damages 
awarded in a lawsuit, as its only limitation is that a ''judgment" 
for noneconomic damages cannot be entered for a plaintiff that 
exceeds the amount of the statutory cap. . . . The language 
"regardless of the number of persons responsible for the 
damages or the number of actions filed" found in LC. § 6-
1603(2) simply means that regardless of how many defendants 
are listed on the verdict form or how many actions the plaintiff 
brings to collect damages, ultimately, a judgment cannot be 
entered in favor of "a claimant" that exceeds the amount of the 
statutory cap. After properly apportioning liability as found by 
the jury at trial, a court must then determine whether the total 
noneconomic damage award for a particular plaintiff exceeds 
the cap. If so, the court should further reduce each defendant's 
responsibility on a proportional basis, based upon the jury's 
allocation of fault so the plaintiffs total judgment does not 
exceed the cap. 
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Sani-Top, 143 Idaho at 234-35, 141 P.2d at 1103-04 (emphasis added). 
At least three other district courts in Idaho have directly addressed the same issue 
and each has reached the same conclusion that the Idaho Supreme Court did in Sani-Top. 
In Stanger v. CRST International, Jerome County Case No. CV 02-1003 (March 2005), 
(Fifth Dist., J. Butler), the court found LC. § 6-1603 to unambiguously apply to each of 
Judy and Kevin Stanger separately as "claimants."5 In Vollmer v. Snake River School 
District, Bingham County Case No CV 05-2014 (Sept. 2006), Judge Herndon of the 
Seventh District found that reading the statutory language of § 5-311 to limit each 
claimant's non-economic damages to the statutory cap, rather than limiting each claim, 
concurred with Chief Justice Trout's interpretation of the statute in Horner v. SaniTop, 
Inc. 143 Idaho 230, 141 P .3d 1099 (2006). In Couch v. St. Luke's Regional Medical 
Center, Ada County Case No. CV PI 99-00-0289 (February 2001) Judge Sticklen of the 
Fourth District looked to the history of Idaho wrongful death statutes, jury instructions 
and prior case law and found nothing to suggest that only one person or group can make a 
claim for wrongful death and then must share in the damages . 
. . . here's what I think at least on 6-1603, having read all the 
briefs, looked at all the cases: I think that there isn't a 
unitary cap on non-economic damages. And I think that 
because of the reference to "claimant" in our statute as 
opposed to the CA statute, which made reference to an 
"action." And it seems to me that the purpose of the two 
statutes were quite different. And I also think that because 
in virtually the entire history of Idaho wrongful death 
statutes, each plaintiff has been entitled to recover their 
own unique loss. And our jury instructions indicate that. I 
5 "This is a matter of statutory interpretation. The court finds that § 6-1603 is unambiguous and clear on 
its face and applies per each claimant. Under the statutory definition of"claimant," Kevin Stanger and 
Judith Stanger are each a separate claimant. The derivative nature of Judith Sanger's claim for loss of 
consortium does not change the statutory analysis. The statutory cap on non-economic damages does not 
apply." 
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know of no Idaho case that directly says that there's only 
one person or one group who can make the claim for 
wrongful death and they have to share in whatever damages 
there are. That's just not the way our state has done that. 
So I think the cap applies to each plaintiff separately. And 
that will be my ruling on that. 
To support their argument that the cap should be applied per claim, Defendants· 
point to Clarendon National Insurance Co. v. Phillips, 2005 WL 1041479 (D. Idaho 
2005), a federal court opinion wherein Judge Boyle held that LC. § 6-1603(2) applies the 
non-economic damages cap collectively, regardless of the "number of actions filed."6 
Judge Boyle thus limited non-economic damages to the amount of the cap per claim, 
rather than per claimant. However, this Court must take notice of the fact that Judge 
Boyle's interpretation of LC. § 6-1603, which is contrary to the holding in Sani-Top, was 
decided prior to the Idaho Supreme Court's decision in Sani-Top, and was therefore 
issued without the guidance of that decision. 
The Court finds that the plain language of LC. § 6-1603, together with the Sani-
Top decision and similar interpretations of the statute by other district courts, convince 
this Court that each of the Plaintiffs may recover up to the amount of the damages cap if 
the jury so finds. 
CONCLUSION 
Accordingly, Dr. Coonrod's post-trial motions are granted in part and denied in 
part. With regard to Dr. Coonrod's post-trial motions for JNOV, New Trial, and to Alter 
or Amend the Verdict ( other than the application of the statutory cap on non-economic 
damages), the motions are denied. The issue of application of the statutory cap is 
addressed below. 
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THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the judgment be amended to apply the non-
economic damages cap, LC. § 6-1603, as follows: Jose Aguilar, Sr.'s non-economic 
damages award shall be reduced from $903,000 to $682,200.65; Guadalupe Maria 
Aguilar's non-economic damages award shall be reduced from $725,000 to $682,200.65; 
 Aguilar's non-economic damages award shall be reduced from $785,000 to 
$682,200.65. The non-economic damages awards for Jose Aguilar, Jr. and  
Aguilar shall remain as awarded by the jury: Jose Aguilar, Jr. 's non-economic damages 
award is $485,000;  Aguilar's non-economic damages award is $602,000. 
plaintiffs' counsel is instructed to submit an amended verdict consistent with this 
decision. 
Be it so ordered this -:1---- f":ay of August, 2009. 
6 Cited by Defendants, Clarendon National Insurance Co. v. Phillips, 2005 U.S. Dist. Lexis 35364, at* 11, 
where the court interprets the cap to apply collectively. 
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COME NOW, STEVEN J. HfPPLER OF GIVENS PURSLEY, LLP pursuant to 
IRCP 11(b)(1), and hc-:reby appear$ as counsel of recol'd for Nathan Coonrod, M.D., and 
Primary Health Care Center as co~coun$el with Steven K. Tolman of Tofman & Brizee 
and requests that copies of all notices, reports, motions and orders be served on him at 
601 W. Bannock. P.O. Sox 2720, Boise, ID 83701-2720. 
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199 N. Capitol Blvd., Suite 600 
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Attorneys for Defendants Nathan Coonrod, MD and Primary Health Care Center 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF CANYON 
JOSE AGUILAR, individually, as the Case No. CV 05~5781 
Personal Representative of the Estate of 
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NATHAN COONROD, and PRIMARY 
HEAL TH CARE CENTER, an Idaho 
corporation, JOHN and JANE DOES I 
through X, employees of one or more of 
the Defendants, 
Defendants. 
OBJECTION TO PLAINTIFFS' PROPOSED AMENDED JUDGMENT· PAGE 1 
852892 
~Q?7 
Page 6 of 7 
Defendant Nathan Coonrod, M.D, objec.,i$ to Plaintiff$' Proposed Amended 
Judgment be(:ause the Plaintiffs' Proposed Arnendecl Judgment purports to award 
Plaintiffs post-judgment interest ''accruit,g from the date of judgment, May 20, 2009, at 
the rate of 7.625% per annum pursuant to Idaho Code § 28-22-104." Plaintiffs' post 
judgment interest analysis is flawed, however, because post judgment interest cannot 
be awarded until the final judgment amount is determined. Stanley v. McDanie( 1 ~34 
l<1aho (130, 633, 7 P. 3d 11071 111 o {2000). Here, the Court did not determine the final 
judgment amount until it entered \ts August 25. 2009 Memorandum Decision regarding 
tl"le parties' post trial motions, at1d most recently its decision awarding Plaintiffs' coats in 
the amount of $112.124.02. Therefore, the final judgment amount was not liquidated 
until August 25, 2009 at the earliest and post judgrnont interest t~hould nm from this 
date at the current Idaho Code section 28"22 ... 104 judgment interest rate (Jf 5.625% c:tS 
effective July 1, 2009. 
DATED this 2 ... day (lf Sept~'trnber, 2009. 
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Law Offices of Comstock & Bush 
199 N. Capitol Blvd., Suite 500 
P.O. Box 2774 
Boise, ID 83701 
Steven K. Tolrnan 
TOLMAN & BRIZEE, P.C. 
132 3rd Avenue East 
P.O. Box 1276 
Twin Falls, Idaho 8a303M1276 
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412 W. Center. Suite 2000 
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Idaho corporation, JOHN and JANE DOES I through ) 
X, employees of one or more of the Defendants, ) 
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Case No. CV 05-5781 
RESPONSE TO DEFENDANTS' 
OBJECTION TO PLAINTIFFS' 
PROPOSED AMENDED 
JUDGMENT 
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COME NOW Plaintiffs, by and through their counsel of record and hereby 
respond to the Defendants Primary Health and Coonrod's Objection to Plaintiffs' 
Proposed Amended Judgment as follows. 
Defendants have objected to the post-judgment interest rate arguing that the 
judgment was not actually entered on May 20, 2009 but was instead not entered until 
August 25, 2009; the date of the Court's Memorandum Decision denying Defendants' 
post-trial motions. In the interim, of course, the interest on judgments changed on July 
1, 2009, as it does every July 1. 
Defendants base this argument on Stanley v. McDaniel, 134 Idaho 630, 7 P.3d 
1107 (2000). Defendants argue that Stanley stands for the proposition that post-
judgment interest cannot be awarded until the final judgment amount is determined. 
However, a close reading of Stanley shows that what the case actually says is that post-
judgment interest can be awarded so long as the amount of the judgment is 
ascertainable. Here, the jury's verdict was rendered on May 13, 2009. Judgment was 
entered on May 20, 2009. The total amount of that judgment was $4,200,000.00. 
However, pursuant to Idaho Code Section 6-1603, three of the Plaintiffs, Jose Aguilar, 
Sr.  Aguilar and Guadalupe Maria Aguilar were awarded non-economic damages 
in excess of the cap on general damages allowable at the time the cause of action 
accrued, June 4, 2003. Thus those three general damage awards were reduced to the 
applicable cap amount of $682,200.65 per each. Since the amount of the general 
damage cap was known at the time the verdict was rendered and on the date the 
original judgment was entered and since the only change to the judgment by reason for 
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Defendants' post-trial motions was a reduction in those three amounts to the applicable 
cap, the Amount of the judgment was in fact ascertainable on May 13, 2009, when the 
jury rendered its verdict and was thus ascertainable also on the date of the original 
judgment per Stanley. 
If the original verdict and judgment is subsequently modified, .so be it; interest 
should still run from the earliest date the amount of the verdict and/or judgment was 
ascertainable. At the earliest, that date is May 13, 2009. At the latest, that date is May 
20, 2009. 
There is an additional problem and inconsistency with Defendants' argument. 
The only change in the amount of the judgment was to reduce the general damage 
awards to three of the Plaintiffs. The judgment amounts for Plaintiffs Jose, Jr. and 
 Aguilar were not affected by the reduction as they were not in excess of the 
applicable cap. Under what valid legal theory could the interest on those two jury 
verdicts be reduced to the interest rate effective 48 days after their compensatory rights 
were established? Such a result would produce a legal and logical inconsistency. 
Since the amount of the judgment was ascertainable and was thus a liquidated 
sum both at the time the jury's verdict was rendered and at the time of entry of the 
original judgment, that portion of the judgment representing the jury's award of damages 
should run from no later that the date of the entry of judgment, May 20, 2009. The 
appropriate interest rate is thus 7 .625% per annum in accordance with Idaho Code 
Section 28-22-104(2). 
With regard to the costs award; while the amount of the cost award was within 
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the discretion of the Court, the fact that costs would be awarded to Plaintiffs as the 
prevailing party was known by all parties at the time the verdict was rendered. The costs 
had been incurred prior to that date and were an ascertainable amount. In addition, 
pursuant to IRCP 54(F); costs are automatically added to the judgment once they are 
awarded by the court. There is thus no ministerial act required to add costs to a jury 
award/judgment. Since the costs are automatically added and since the costs were an 
ascertainable sum, the cost award should relate back to no later than the entry of 
judgment, May 20, 2009. 
In the alternative, if the Court is of the opinion that the cost award was not 
ascertainable prior to its ruling of September 2, 2009; that portion of the judgment 
representing costs awarded to Plaintiffs' would thus bear interest at the rate applicable 
on and after July 1, 2009; 5.625% per annum. 
Plaintiffs thus request this Court to enter Judgment on the Jury's verdict nunc pro 
tune in order that Plaintiffs have the benefit of the post-judgment interest rate applicable 
at the time the jury rendered its verdict and/or the original judgment was entered and 
became ascertainable pursuant to Idaho Code Section 6-1603. To find otherwise would 
be to ignore the reality that the judgment amount was in fact ascertainable at the time of 
its original entry and would reward Defendants for losing their post-trial motions. 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED This J day of September, 2009. 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
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I hereby certify that on the_!}_ day of September, 2009, I served a true and correct 
copy of the above and foregoing instrument, by method indicated below, upon: 
Steven K. Tolman 
Tolman & Brizee, PC' 
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STATE OF IDAHO ) 
)ss. 
County of Ada ) 
STEVEN J. HIPPLER, being first duly sworn upon oath, deposes and states as 
follows: 
1. I am an attorney in good standing licensed to practice law in the state of 
Idaho. I am one of the attorneys for Defendants Nathan Coonrod, M.D. and Primary 
Health Care Center in the above-referenced action and have personal knowledge of the 
facts of the matters contained herein. 
2. Attached hereto as Exhibit A is a true and correct copy of Plaintiffs' 
Second Supplemental Expert Disclosure in this matter. 
3. Attached hereto as Exhibit B is a true and correct copy of Defendant 
Primary Health, lnc.'s Answers and Responses to Plaintiffs' First Set of Interrogatories 
and Requests for Production of Documents. 
4. Attached hereto as Exhibit C is a true and correct copy of Defendant 
Primary Health Care Center's Answers to Plaintiff's Second Set of Interrogatories. 
5. Attached hereto as Exhibit D is a true and correct copy of Defendant 
Primary Health, lnc.'s Supplemental Answers and Responses to Plaintiffs' First Set of 
Interrogatories and Requests for Production of Documents. 
6. Attached hereto as Exhibit E is a true and correct copy of Defendant 
Primary Health Care Center's Supplemental Answers to Plaintiffs' Second Set of 
Interrogatories. 
AFFIDAVIT OF STEVEN J. HIPPLER-PAGE 2 
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7. Attached hereto as Exhibit F is a true and correct copy of Defendant 
Nathan Coonrod, M.D.'s Supplemental Answers and Responses to Plaintiffs' First Set of 
Interrogatories and Requests for Production of Documents. 
8. Attached hereto as Exhibit G is a true and correct copy of Defendant 
Nathan Coonrod, M.D.'s Answers to Plaintiffs' Second Set of Interrogatories. 
9. Attached hereto as Exhibit H is a true and correct copy of Defendant 
Nathan Coonrod, MD's Supplemental Answers to Plaintiffs' Second Set of 
Interrogatories. 
Further your affiant sayeth naught. 
Dated this _/j_ day of September, 2009 
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me, a Notary Public, this ll.:t..a:. day of 
September, 2009. 
~~ ic forldaho 
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PLAINTIFFS' SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL EXPERT WITNESS OISCLOSURE - P. 1 
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COME NOW Plaintiffs, by and through their attorneys of record, David E. Comstock, 
of Comstock & Bush, and Byron V. Foster, Attorney at Law, and pursuant to the Court's 
Scheduling Order and in accordance with I.R.C.P. 26, hereby supplements their list of 
expert witnesses to be called at the trial of this case: 
1. Paul Blaylock M.D., FACEP 
Providence Medical Group 
4500 N.W. Malheur Avenue 
Portland, OR 97229 
Dr. Daniel Brown is a cardiologist who is board certified in internal medicine and · 
cardiology and practices in Twin Falls, Idaho. He and Paul Blaylock, M.D. spoke on 
~anuary 29, 2008 regarding the standard of health care practice applicable to Dr. Chai in 
May of 2003 in Nampa, ID. 
Ors. Blaylock and Brown first discussed, in general, the medical facts of Mrs. 
Aguilars presentation to the ED at MMC' on May 27, 2003 and the events that led to Dr. 
Chai having her return to the hospital on May 28, 2003. They discussed the signs and 
symptoms that Mrs. Aguilar had exhibited at Primary health on May 27, 2003 and the fact 
she was sent to the ED at MMC by Dr. Coonrod. They discussed he_r presentation at the 
ED on May 27th and the fact she was sent home and then brought back the next day. They 
· discussed her past history in terms of signs and symptoms and the treatments which had 
been rendered up until the point in time when she came under the care of Dr. Chai. 
They then discussed the obligations of a cardiologist under such circumstances in 
Twin Falls, Idaho, in May of 2003 and the fact that Br. Brown was of the opinion that the 
standard of health care practice for a cardiologist under such circumstances would be the 
same in Nampa as it was in Twin Falls. Dr. Brown explained that Twin Falls is an isolated 
to~n of about 40,000 in population with a population draw of about 180,000 from the 
PLAINTIFFS' SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL EXPERT WITNESS DISCLOSURE - P. 2 
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surrounding area. He explained that Nampa is a larger town of about 60,000, is contiguous 
with Boise and that the population of the Treasure Valley is sizably larger than the Magic 
Valley. Dr. Brown explained that up until 2 years ago, the cardiologists in Idaho held an 
annual conference in Sun Valley which he attended and at which he always engaged in 
conversations with his fellow Idaho cardiologists regarding the practice of cardiology in 
Idaho. He also indicated that he speaks regularly with cardiologists in Boise in addition to 
his own colleagues in Twin Falls. 
Ors. Brown and Blaylock discussed the fact that, with regard to the obligation of a 
cardiologist such as Dr. Chai under the circumstances as presented by Mrs. Aguilar on May 
28, 2003, his bbligation to appropriately evaluate, diagnose and treat Mrs. Aguilar was not 
specific only to a cardiologist. In other words, the standard of health care practice under 
the circumstances of this case would cross specialty lines and· apply to any specialist 
evaluating Mrs. Aguilar. 
It was Dr. Brown's opinion that the obligation to take an appropriate history, know the 
patient's past tteatment, signs and symptoms and order appropriate tests to reach a valid 
diagnosis applied to Pr. Chai regardless of his sp_ecialty. Both Dr. Brown and Dr. Blaylock 
agreed that the obligation of any specialist under these circumstances in May of 2003 
would be to look further than just the heart for an explanation for the patient's condition .. 
Thus, it was Dr. Brown's opinion that the standard.of care for Dr. Chai would have been no 
different in this case than the standard of care for a family medicin~ physician, an 
emergency medicine physician or any other specialty. Whether or not the heart had been 
ruled out as the cause, the specialist would have a duty to make a differential diagnosis and 
rule in or out those conditions because each and every specialist has the obligation, 
pursuant to the standard of care, to rule out possible causes of a patient's condition until 
PLAINTIFFS' SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL EXPERT WITNESS DISCLOSURE- P. 3 
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the cause is determined. They both agreed that these standard of care obligations would 
exist in the face of a referral to Dr. Chai's partner for a cardiac catheterization and would 
have existed before such a referral took place. As the attending physician, Dr. Chai had 
these obligations. 
The two discussed the testing available to reach a diagnosis of pulmonary embolus 
and agreed that all the necessary tests and scans would have been available at Mercy 
Medical Center in May of 2003. 
They also discwssed the fact that, based upon their conversation, there were no 
deviations in the standard of care between Portland, Oregon where Dr. Blaylock practices 
and Twin Falls, Idaho where Dr. Brown practices during May of 2003 for any specialist 
when faced with a patient .like Mrs. Aguilar and the signs and symptoms with which she 
presented on May 28, 2003, including her past history anq previous treatment. 
2. Daniel C. arown, M.D. 
414 Shoup Avenue 
Twin Falls, ID 83301 
A. Subject matter of expected testimony. 
Dr. Daniel Brown is a cardiologist who is board certified in internal medicine and 
cardiology and practices in Twin Falls, Idaho. Dr. Brown and Paul Blaylock, M.D. spoke on 
January 29, 2008 regarding the standard of health care practice for a cardiologist under the 
circumstances of this case and as a result of the conversation between Dr. Blaylock and Dr. 
Brown, due to opinions expressed by Dr. Brown, Plaintiffs intend to have Dr. Brown testify 
as an expert in this matter. He is expected to testify regarding the applicable standard of 
health care practice as to the work-up and diagnosis of pulmonary emboll. 
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He will testify and comment on the testimony of Defendants and their disclosed 
experts witnesses. Dr. Brown may also testify based upon any medical literature which he 
deems appropriate to support or substantiate his testimony. He may employ· illustrative 
aids in rendering testimony. If and when such medical literature and illustrative aids are 
identified, this disclosure will be supplemented. 
8. Substance of Facts. 
Dr. Brown is in the process of reviewing th.e medical records of Maria A. Aguilar 
generated by Primary Health, Dr. Coonrod, Mercy Medical Center, West Valley Regional 
Ml;ldical Center, Canyon County Paramedics, Boise Gastroenterology Associates, St. 
Alphonsus RMC, Canyon· County Coroner, Pennywise Drug, Robin King, D.C. and the 
Death Certificate. Dr. Brown is also in the process of reviewing the depositions of 
Defendants taken thus far and the depositions of the Plaintiffs. It is expected that Dr. 
Brown will also review depositions taken in the future of various· experts. and/or treating 
health care providers. 
Dr. Brown's main focus will be on the activities of Defendant Chai, however, he may 
also have opinions re-garding the activities of Dr. Coonrod and that disclosure must await 
the deposition testimony of Dr. Coonrod. 
Dr. Brown will testify as to his understanding of the facts of this case based upon his 
review of the above-referenced documents and depositions. 
C. Substance of opinions. 
Once Dr. Brown has completed his review of the record set forth, this disclosure will 
be supplemented. 
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D. Witness's credentials. 
Attached hereto as Exhibit "A" is a copy of Dr. Brown's curriculum vitae. Dr. Brown's 
fee schedule and prior testimony will be provided at a later time through supplementation. -i'Wi-z~~ 
DATED THIS _L.day ofJ.anuB1y,· 2008. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE -.~i..i,'\...,'1~ ' 
I hereby certify that on the --l.- day of..J.am:tary, :l008, I served a true and 
correct copy of the above and foregoing instrument, by method indicated below, upon: 
Andrew C. Brassey, Esq. 
Brassey Wetherell Crawford & 
Mccurdy LLP 
203 W. Main St. 
Boise, ID 83702 
Joseph D. McCcilluni, Jr. 
Hawley Troxell. Ennis & Hawley· L.LP 
877 W. Main St., Ste. 1000 
PO Box 1617 
Boise, lD 83701-1617 
Gary T. Dance 
Moffatt Thomas Barrett Rock & 
Fields Chartered 
412 W. Center, Suite 2000 
PO Box 817 
Pocatello ID 83204-0817 
James B. Lynch 
Lynch & Associates, PLLC 
1412 W. Idaho Street, Suite 200 
PO Box 739 
Boise, ID 83701-0739 
~U.S.Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
D Facsimile (208) 344-7077 
~ U.S.Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
D Facsimile (208) 342-3829 
r.:y- U.S. Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
D Facsimile (208) 232-0150 
[:r U.S. Mail 
D Hand Delivery 
D Facsimile (208) 331-0088 
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Joseph D. McCollum, Jr., !SB No. 1299 
Andrea L. Julian, ISB No. 7175 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
P.O. Box 1617 
Boise, ID 83701-1617 
Telephone: (208) 344-6000 
Facsimile: (208) 342-3829 
Email: jdm@hteh.com 
ajul@hteh.com 
Attorneys for Defendants Nathan Coonrod, M.D. 
and Primary Health Care Center 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THB COUNTY OF CANYON 
JOSE AGUILAR, individually, as the Personal) 
Representative of the Estate of Maria A. ) 
Aguilar, deceased, and as the natural father ) 
and guardian of  AGUILAR, ) 
 AGUILAR, minors, GUADALUPE) 
MARIA AGUILAR and JOSE AGUILAR, ) 








ANDREW CHAI, M.D., STEVEN R. ) 
NBW}4AN, M.D., NATHAN COONROD, ) 
M.D., MITCHELL LONG, D'.O., ) 
COLUMBIA WEST VALLEY :tv.lEDICAL ) 
· CENTER, an Idaho corporation, :tv.lERCY ) 
:MEDICAL CENTER, an Idaho corporation, ) 
and PRIMARY HEALTH CARE CENTER, ) 
an Idaho corporation, JOHN and JANE DOES ) 
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COMES NOW Primary Health, Inc., named herein as ''Primary Health Care Center" 
(hereinafter "Primary Health"), a Defendant in the above-entitled action, by and through its 
counsel of record, Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP, and, in accordance with the 
requirements of Rules 33 and 34 of the Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure, hereby files its answers 
and responses to Plaintiffs' First Set of Interrogatories and Requests for Production of 
Documents to Defendant Primary Health Center. 
Unless otherwise specified, inspection and copying will be permitted as requested, except 
that some other time and place which is mutually agreeable to the parties may be substituted for 
the time and place specified in the request 
INTERROGATORIES 
lNTERROGATORY NO. 1: Please state the name, address and telephone number of 
each and every person known to you or your attorneys who has any lmowledge of, or who 
purports to have any knowledge of any of the facts of this case. By this Interrogatory, we seek 
the names, addresses and telephone numbers of all individuals who have lmowledge or who 
purport to have lmowledge of the facts of this case which pertain to issues of damages as well as 
liability. 
ANSWER TOINTERROGATORYN0.1: 
1. All Plaintiffs named in this litigation. 
2. All Defendants named in this litigation. 
3. Catherine AtupMLeavitt, M.D. 
c/o Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
P.O. Box 1617 
Boise, ID 83701-1617 
4. Robb Gibson, M.D. 
Boise Gastroenterology Associates, PA 
6259 W Emerald 
Boise, ID 83704 
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5. Any and all other medical care providers or other individuals who pmport to have 
knowledge of the matters involved in this case as set forth in Plaintiff's medical 
records or other individuals who pmport to have knowledge of the matters 
involved in this case as set forth in the decedent's medical records produced by 
Plaintiffs, by Co-Defendants, and Bates Nos. PID00001-PHI00063, produced 
concurrently herewith ( collectively referred to as "the decedent's medical file"). 
INTERROGATORY NO. 2: Please state the names, addresses and telephone numbers of 
all persons you intend to call as factual witnesses at tb.e trial of this case. 
ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 2: Primary Health has not determined who it 
will call as factual witnesses at the trial of this case. Primary Health may call at the trial of this 
case any persons identified in the decedent's medical records who maypmport to have 
knowledge of the matters involved in this case as set forth in the decedent's medical file, any 
witnesses identified by the Plaintiffs, any witnesses identified by Co-Defendants, and any of the 
persons named in Answer to Interrogatory No. 1 above. In so far as discovery is ongoing in this 
matter, Primary Health reserves the right to supplement this Answer as witnesses are identified.· 
INTERROGATORY NO. 3: With respect to the persons you intend to call at the trial of 
this cause, please state the general nature of the facts to which they will testify. 
ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 3: See Answer to Interrogatory No. 2 . 
. 
JNTERROGATORY NO. 4: Please identify in full and complete detail each and every 
document, writing, photograph, tape-recording, audio-recording, and/or videotapes or other 
physical evidence of which you or your attorney are aware and which pertain in any way to the 
underlying facts or circumstances of this litigation. In answering this Interrogatory, describe the 
nature and subject matter of the item, its date, if applicable; and the name, address and capacity 
of the person preparing it or with knowledge of it. 
ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 4: See the·decedent's medical file, including 
but not limited to documents designated with Bates Nos. PID00001-PHI00063 produced 
herewith. 
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INTERROGATORY NO. 5: Have you, your attorneys, or any person, firm or 
corporation acting on your behalf, consulted with or engaged any experts to testify in connection 
with this litigation? If so, please state their names and addresses, and for each such expert, 
describe the subject matter on which the expert is expected to testify, set forth the underlying 
facts or data supporting the opinion as required by Idaho Rule of Civil Procedure 26, and state 
the substance of the facts and opinions to which the expert is expected to testify. 
ANSWER TO lNTERROGATORY NO. 5: Primary Health has not engaged any experts 
in connection with this litigation. In so far as discovery is ongoing in this matter, Primary Health 
reserves the right to supplement this Answer as such experts are identified. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 6: Please identify in full and complete detail each and every 
document, writing, photograph or other physical evidence which you intend to offer as an exhibit 
in the trial of this matter. 
ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 6: Primary Health has not determined what 
physical evidence it will use as an exhibit in the trial of this matter. However, said exhibits may 
include the decedent's medical file. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 7: Are there in existence any insurance agreements under 
which any person or entities carrying on an insurance business may be liable to satisfy part or all 
of any judgment that may be entered against you in this action, or to indemnify or reimburse you 
for payments made to satisfy such judgment? If so, with respect to each such agreement, 
specify: 
(a) The name and address of each such insurer; 
(b) The policy number of each such insurer; 
(c) The limits of liability set forth in each such insurance agreement; 
(d) Whether su9h insurance is primary or excess; and 
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( e) The effective period of each such policy of insurance. 
ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 7: Copies of the declarations page and 
endorsements of the applicable policy are produced herewith as Bates Nos. PID00064-
PID00078. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 8: Were any statements obtained by you or on your behalf, 
from any person concerning the circumstances forming the basis of this lawsuit? If so, for each 
statement, state: 
(a) The name, address, and phone number of the person who made it; 
(b) The name, address, phone number and occupation of the person who obtained it; ,, 
( c) The date, 1:ime, place it was obtained; and the means by which it was preserved 
(e.g., writing, tape recording, etc.,[sic]). 
ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 8: No statements were obtained by Primary 
Health or on Primary Health's behalf concerning the circumstances forming the basis of this 
lawsuit. 
JNTERROGATORY NO. 9: For each Primary Health employee who provided 
medical/nursing care and/or service to Maria A. Aguilar form April 23, 2003, to June 17, 2003, 
identify each individual with particularity, stating their name, present address, job description, 
and responsibilities during the decedent's medical treatment during the stated time period. 
ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 9: Primary Health objects to this interrogatory 
on the basis that it is vague, ambiguous, overly broad and unduly burdensome. Without waiving 
this objection, details concerning Primary Health employees who provided medical treatment to 
the decedent during the stated time period are contained in the decedent's medical file. 
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INTERROGATORY NO. 10: For each Primary Health employee identified in Answer to 
Interrogatory No. 9, please identify their shift schedules(s) and/or hours worked during the noted 
time frame. 
ANSWER TO JNTERROGATORY NO. 10: Primary Health objects to this interrogatory 
on the basis that it is overly broad, unduly burdensome and :irrelevant to the present litigation. 
Without waiving this objection, Primary Health refers Plaintiffs to the decedent's medical file. 
INTERROGATORYN.9,.~l: Describe any agreements reached between any Defendants 
in this matter, regarding the division of fault or obligation to pay with respect to the final 
outcome of this litigation. 
ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 11: Primary Health objects to this question fo 
the extent it seeks information protected from disclosure pursuant to the attorney-client privilege 
and/or work product doctrine. Without waiving this objection, Primary Health is not aware of 
any agreements reached between any Defendants in this matter. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 12: Explain specifically and in detail any agreement, 
arrangement or contract which Defendant Primary Health Center entered into with Defendant 
Nathan Coonrod, M.D ., with regard to the provision of medical services for the period of time 
including April 23, 2003, to June 17, 2003. 
ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 12: Dr. Coomod's employment contract will 
be produced, subject to certain redactions that will be identified. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 13: Has Defendant Prin;lary.Health Center, and/or in~clinic 
medical staff committee as defined by Idaho Code Section 39-1392(a)(5), or any medical 
society, as defined by Idaho Code Section 39-1392(a)(9), conducted an inquuy, proceeding 
and/or disciplinary matter regarding the quality or propriety of the health care rendered Maria A. 
Aguilar while a patient at Primary Health Center from April 23, 2003, to June 17, 2003. 
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ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 13: Primary Health objects to this interrogatory 
on the grounds that it is vague, ambiguous, overly broad, burdensome, harassing, and not 
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Primary Health further 
objects to this interrogatory to the extent that it seeks the disclosure of information that is 
privileged pursuant to I.C. § 6-1001, et seq., I.C. § 9-340(C)(l0) and (11), I.C. § 39-1392(b)-(e). 
Without waiving the foregoing objections, the Plaintiffs are advised that Primary Health is not an 
entity as defined in I.C. § 39-1392(a)(5) or§ 39-1392(a)(9); however, Plaintiffs are referred to 
their copy of the Idaho State Board of Medicine Pre-Litigation Screening Panel's Advisory 
Opinion, dated February 14, 2006, finding no negligent conduct on the part of Dr. Coonrod. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 14: If the answer to the previous Interrogatory is in the 
affirmative, state what the disposition was, or, if the disposition has yet to be determined, when 
such disposition will be determined. 
ANSWER TO lNTERROGATORYNO. 14: See Answer to Interrogatory No. 13. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 15: Has any employee or agent of Defendant Primary Health 
Center ever discussed the facts that serve as the basis for this lawsuit with anyone other than the 
hospital's attorneys? If so, for each statement or communication, state: 
a) The name, address and telephone numbers of the participants to the 
communication; 
b) The date of the communication; 
c) Whether the conversation/statement/communication was preserved, (e.g., writing, 
tape recording, etc.); and 
d) The name of the person who has custody of the original or a copy of the statement 
or communication that was preserved. 
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ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 15: Primary Health objects to this interrogatory 
on the basis that it is overly broad and unduly burdensome. Without waiving this objection, 
Primary Health is aware of no such statement or communication, other than communications 
with counsel or in conjunction with prelitigation screening panel activities requiring 
communications by counsel with present and past Primary Health employees. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 16: In your Answer on file herein, under the paragraph 
entitled "Third Affmnative Defense," you state: ''Plaintiffs are barred from maintaining this 
action because Plaintiffs' injuries or damage, if any, were proximately caused by the acts or 
omissions of parties, persons, or entities other than the answering Defendants ... " Please state 
with particularity the factual basis for this allegation and set forth in full and complete detail each 
and every witness, fact, document and/or occurrence which you content supports such 
allegations. 
ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 16: Primary Health objects to this interrogatory 
on the basis that is overly broad and unduly burdensome. Primary Health further objects to this 
interrogatory to the extent it seeks information protected from disclosure by attorney-client 
privilege and/or work product doctrine. Without waiving these objections, Primary Health refers 
Plaintiffs to the decedent's medical file. In so far as discovery is ongoing in this matter, Primary 
Health reserves the right to supplement this Answer with facts supporting this a:ffinnative 
defense as further discovery is completed. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 17: In your Answer on file herein, under the paragraph 
entitled "Fourth Affirmative Defense," you state: ''The Complaint fails to state a claim for relief 
against the answering Defendants that would entitle Plaintiffs to punitive damages." Please set 
forth with particularity the factual basis for this allegation and set forth in full and complete 
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detail each and every witness, fact, document and/or occurrence which you contend supports 
such allegation. 
ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 17: Primary Health objects to this interrogatory 
on the basis that is overly broad and unduly burdensome. Primary Health further objects to this 
interrogatory to the extent it seeks information protected from disclosure by attorney-client 
privilege and/or work product doctrine. Without waiving these objections, Primary Health refers 
Plaintiffs to the decedent's Primary Health medical file, which reveals that this answering 
Defendant, acting through its agents, appropriately and timely arranged for specialty 
consultations and referrals for its patient in complying with applicable local standards. In so far 
as discovery is ongoing in this matter, Primary Health reserves the right to supplement this 
Answer with facts supporting this affirmative defense as further discovery is completed. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 18: In your Answer on file herein, under the paragraph 
entitled "Sixth Affinnative Defense," you state: ''Plaintiffs are barred from maintaining this 
action against the answering Defendants because the Plaintiffs' injuries and damages, if any, 
were proximately caused, in whole or in part, by the superseding, intervening acts and/or 
omissions of the decedent, and/or other defendants and/or persons not parties to this action." 
Please set forth with particularity the factual basis for this allegation and set forth in full and 
complete detail each and every witness, fact, document and/or occurrence which you contend 
supports such allegation .. 
ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 18: Primary Health objects to this interrogatory 
on the basis that is overly broad and unduly burdensome. Primary Health further objects to this 
:interrogatory to the ex.tent it seeks information protected from disclosure by attorney-client 
privilege and/or work product doctrine. Without waiving these objections, Primary Health refers 
Plaintiffs to the decedent's medical file, not all of which Primary Health Defendants have yet 
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evaluated, or had others evaluate, at this early stage of case discovery. In so far as discovery is 
ongoing in this matter, Primary Health reserves the right to supplement this Answer with facts 
supporting this affirmative defense as further discovery is completed. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 19: In your Answer on file herein, under the paragraph 
entitled "Seventh Affirmative Defense," you state: "The decedent's injuries, if any, were the 
result of a pre-existing condition or disease.'' Please set forth with particularity the factual basis 
for this allegation and set forth in full and complete detail each and every witness, fact, document 
and/or occurrence which you contend supports such allegation. Furthermore, please ide11tify the 
"pre-existing condition or disease." 
ANSWER TO JNTERROGATORY NO. 19: Primary Health objects to this interrogatory 
on the basis that is overly broad and unduly burdensome. Primary Health further objects to this 
interrogatory to the extent it seeks information protected from disclosure by attorney-client 
privilege and/or work product doctrine. Without waiving these objections, Primary Health refers 
Plaintiffs to the decedent's medical file, not all of which Primary Health Defend.an.ts have yet 
evaluated, or had others evaluate, at this early stage of case discovery. In so far as discovery is 
ongoing in this matter, Primary Health reserves the right to supplement this Answer with facts 
supporting this affirmative defense as further discovery is completed. 
REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS 
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. I: Produce copies of any and all statements 
referred to, identified, or utilized in responding to Interrogatory No. 8. 
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 1: Primary Health has no 
document responsive to this request. 
@QUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 2: Produce copies of all declaration pages of any 
insurance policies identified in your ~er to Interrogatory No. 7. 
DEFENDANT PRIMARY HEALTH, INC. 'S ANSWERS AND RESPONSES TO 
PLAINTIFFS' FJRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES AND REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION 
OF DOCUMENTS • 10 
05211.0032,804127, 1 
3957 
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 2: See Aliswer to Interrogatory 
No. 7. Subject to redactions, the relevant pages are being produced herewith. 
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 3: Produce copies of any and all documents 
referred to, identified, or utilized in responding to Interrogatory No. 4. 
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 3: See the decedent's medical 
file kept at Primary Health, which includes documents designated with Bates Nos. PHI00001-
PHI00063, produced concurrently herewith. 
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 4: Produce copies of every document, writing, 
photograph or other physical evidence which you intend to offer as an exhibit in the trial and/or 
referred to, identified, or utilized in responding to Interrogatory No. 6. 
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 4: See Answer to Interrogatory 
No.6. 
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 5: Produce copies of any and all documents 
referred to, identified, or utilized in responding to Interrogatory No. 5. 
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 5: See Answer to Interrogatory 
No. 5. 
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 6: Produce copies of any and all documents 
referred to, identified, or utilized in responding to Interrogatory No. 9. 
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 6: See the decedent's medical 
file. 
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 7: Produce copies of any and all documents 
referred to, identified, or utilized in responding to Interrogatory No. 14. 
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FO~ PRODUCTION NO. 7: Primary Health has no 
document responsive to this request. 
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REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 8: Please produce copies of any and all policies, 
procedures, and/or protocols in effect at Primary Health Care Center, during the time period of 
April 23, 2003, through June 17, 2003, which pertains to the recording and/or maintenance of 
medical records. 
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 8: Primary Health has no 
document responsive to this request. 
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 8 [sic]: Produce a Certified copy of any and all 
medical records constructed by or in the possession of Primary Health Care which relate in any 
way to the medical and/or nursing care and treatment rendered to Maria A. Aguilar during the 
time period of April 23, 2003, through June 17, 2003, inclucling film copies of any and all 
radiographic images. 
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 9: See documents designated 
with Bates Nos. PHI00001-Pffi00063 produced herewith. Primary Health will work with 
Plaintiffs' counsel regarding specialty copies. 
DATED TIIlS _pay of January, 2007. 
HA TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
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VERIFICATION 
Elwood I. Kleaver, Jr., being first duly sworn upon oath> deposes and says: 
That he is the ChiefExecutive Office of Primary Health, Inc., one of the Defendants in 
the above-entitled action; that he has read the within and foregoing Defendant Primary Health, 
Inc. 's Answers and Responses To Plaintiffs> First Set Of Interrogatories And Requests For 
Production Of Documents; and that the statements therein contained are true. 
Elwood I. Kleaver, Jr. 
STATE OF IDAHO 
, ,.,,, .!, J.e:::.,4=~~.JLW..--11.~:::.!'...!::::::........J a Notary Public, do hereby certify that on this 
~ay of J. uary, 07, personal y appeared before me Elwood I. Kleaver, Jr., who, being 
by me frrst duly sworn, declared that he is the Chief Executive Office of Primary Health, Inc., 
that he signed the foregoing document as Chief Executive Office of the corporation, and that the 
statements therein contained are true. 
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CERTJFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 1 f:Jday of January, 2007, I caused to be served a true 
copy of the foregoing DEFENDANT PRIMARY HEALTH, INC.IS ANSWERS AND 
RESPONSES TO PLAINTIFFS' FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES AND REQUESTS 
FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS by the method indicated below, and addressed to each 
of the following: 
David E. Comstock 
Byron V. Foster 
LAW OFFICES OF COMSTOCK & BUSH 
199 N. Capitol Blvd., Ste, 500 
P.O. Box 2774 
Boise, Idaho 83701-2774 
Andrew C. Brassey 
Brassey, Wetherell, Crawford & Garrett, LLP 
203 West Main Street 
P.O. Box 1009 
Boise, ID 83701-1009 
Raymond D. Powers 
Hall Farley Oberrecht & Blanton, P.A. 
702 W. Idallo Street, Suite 700 
P.O. Box 1271 
Boise, ID 83701 
David R. Lombardi 
Givens Pursley LLP 
601 W. Bannock Street 
P.O. Box2720 
Boise, ID 83701-2720 
·oaryT. Dance 
Moffatt Thomas Barrett Rock & Fields 
412 West Center, Suite 2000 
P.O. Box 817 
Pocatello, ID 83204-0817 
James B. Lynch 
Lynch & Associates 
1412 W. Idaho Street, Suite 200 
Boise, ID 83702 




V U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
Hand Delivered 
_ Overnight Mail 
_Telecopy 
~ U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
Hand Delivered 
_ Overnight Mail 
_Telecopy 
/ U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
Hand Delivered 
_ Overnight Mail 
_Telecopy 
c/ U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
Hand Delivered 
_ Overnight Mail 
_Telecopy 
VU.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
Hand Delivered 
_ Overnight Mail 
_Telecopy 
Jo eph . McColl Jr. 
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PLAINTIFFS' FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES AND REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION 






Joseph D. McCollum, Jr., ISB No. 1299 
Andrea Julian, ISB No. 7175 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 
P.O. Box 1617 
Boise, ID 83701-1617 
Telephone: (208) 344-6000 , 
Facsimile: (208) 342-3 829 
Email: jdm@hteh.com 
ajul@hteh.com 
Attorneys for Defendants Nathan Coonrod, M.D. 
and· Primary Health Care Center 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE THIRD ruDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF JDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF CANYON 
JOSE AGUILAR, individually, as the ) 
Personal Representative of the Estate of ) 
Maria A. Aguilar, deceased, and as the ) 
natural father and guardian of  ) 
AGUILAR,  AGUILAR, minors, ) 
GUADAL~E MARIA AGUILAR and ) 
JOSE AGUILAR, JR., heirs of Maria A. ) 
Aguilar, deceased, ) 
Plaintiffs, 
vs. 
ANDREW CHAI, M.D., STEVEN R. 
NEWMAN, M.D., NATHAN COONROD, 
M.D., MITCHELL LONG, D.O., and 
PRIMARY HEALTH CARE CENTER, an 
Idaho corporation, JOHN and JANE DOES I 

















Case No. CV 05 5781 · 
DEFENDANT PRIMARY HEALTII 
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TO: PLAINTIFFS AND THEIR COUNSEL OF RECORD 
COMES NOW Primary Health Care Center ("Primary Health"), one of the Defendants in 
the above-entitled action, by and through its counsel ofrecord, Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley 
LLP, and, in accordance with the requirements of Rule 33 of the Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure, 
hereby files its response to Plaintiffs' Second Set of Interrogatories to Defendant Primary Health 
Care Center. 
INTERROGATORIES 
INTERROGATORY NO. 20: In your Answer on file herein, under the paragraph 
entitled "Third Affirmative Defense," you state: "Plaintiffs are barred from maintaining this 
action because Plaintiffs' injuries or damage, if any, were proximately caused by the acts or 
omissions of parties, persons, or entities other than the answering Defendants ... " . Please state 
with particularity the principal or material facts upon which you base this allegation and set forth 
each and every principal and material witness, fact, document and/ or occurrence which you 
contend supports such allegation. 
ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 20: Defendant Primary Health objects to this 
Interrogatory to the extent it seeks information protected from disclosure by ·the attorney-client 
privilege and/or work product doctrine. Defendant Primary Health further objects to this 
·rnterrogatory on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad and unduly burdensome. Without 
waiving these objections, the factual basis supporting Defendant Primary Health's affirmative 
defense, to the extent such facts exist, can be found in the records previously produced by 
Plaintiff: Co-Defendants, and Defendant Primary Health (collectively referred to as "decedent's 
medical file,,). Defendant Primary Health has no specific opinion regarding the negligence of 
other persons or parties and lacks expertise in the professional :fields of other persons or parties 
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sufficient to provide the foundational basis for such opinion. Defendant Primary He~th raises 
such affirmative defense for the purpose of preserving the same. In so far as discovery in this 
matter is ongoing, all facts which may support Defendant Primary Health's affirmative defense 
may not be known until further discovery is completed and/ or at the time of trial. Defendant 
Primary Health reserves the right to supplement its answer to this Interrogatory as discovery in 
this matter continues. 
ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 21: Defendant Primary Health objects to this 
Interrogatory to the extent it seeks information protected from disclosure by the attorney-client 
privilege and/or work-product doctrine. Defendant Primary Healthy further objects to this 
Interrogatory on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad and unduly burdensome. Without 
waiving these objections, please see Defendant Primary Health's Answer to Interrogatory 
No. 21. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 22: Do you contend that any health care provider involved in 
the medical care and treatment of Plaintiffs' decedent, Maria Abigail Aguilar from April 1, 2003, 
through June 4, 2003 violated the applicable standard of health care practice? 
ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 22; Defendant Primary Health objects to this 
Interrogatory to the extent it seeks information protected from disclosure by the attorney-client 
privilege and/or work-product doctrine. Defendant Primary Health further objects to this 
Interrogatory on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous. Without waiving these objections, 
Defendant Primary Health contends only that neither Dr. Coonrod nor Primary Health violated 
the applicable standard of health care practice in regard to the medical care and treatment of the 
decedent at any time or in any manner. Defendant Primary Health lacks expertise in the 
professional fields of other health providers sufficient to provide an opinion on the adequacy of 
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care provided by other health care providers and has not yet retained experts to provide such an 
opinion. In so far as discovery in this matter is ongoing, all facts which support a foundation for 
an opinion regarding the health care provided to the decedent may not be lmown until further 
discovery is completed and/or at the time of trial. Defendant Primary Health reserves the right to 
supplement its answer to this Interrogatory as discovery in this matter continues. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 23: With regard to the previous Interrogatory, if you so 
contend, identify the health care provider and set forth all principal and material facts known to 
you at this time which support such a contention. 
ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 23: Please see Defendant Primary Health's 
Answer to Interrogatory No. 22. 
DATED THIS -1ll!day of January, 2008. 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
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Elwood I. Kleaver, Jr., being first duly sworn upon oath, deposes and says: 
That he is the Chief Executive Officer for Primary Health, Inc., that he has read the 
within and foregoing Defendant Primary Health Care Center's Answers to Plaintiffs' ~econd Set 
ofinten-ogafories; and that the statements therein contained are t;rue. 
Elwood I. Kleaver, Jr. 
STATE OF IDAHO. ) 
) ss. 
County of Ada ) . 
I, . ~~ .. I}. -~ , a Notary Public, do hereby c('rlify that on this 
, __ day .of J~uary ~008, personally appeared before me Elwood L Kleaver, Jr., who, being 
by me first duly .sworn, d.eclared that he i$ the Chief E~ecutive Officer for Primary Health, Inc., 
that he signed the foregoing document as Chief Executive Officer of the corporation, and that the .. 
statements therein contained are true. 
; 
IN Wl'f.N,ESS ~REOF, I have hereunto set rp.y hand and affixed my official seal the 
day and year in this certificate first above written. 
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VERIFICATION 
Elwood I. Kleaver, Jr., being first duly sworn upon oath, deposes and says: 
That he is the Chief Executive Officer for Primary Health, Jnc., that he has read the 
within and foregoing Defendant Primary Heal~ Care Center's Answers to Plaintiffs' Second Set 
of Interrogatories; and that the statements therein contained are true. 
Elwood I. Kleaver, Jr. 
STATE OF IDAHO ) 
) ss. 
County of Ada ) 
I, ____________ __, a Notary Public, do hereby certify that on this 
__ day of January, 2008, personally appeared before me Elwood I. Kleaver, Jr., who, being 
by me first duly swam, declared that he is the Chief Executive. Officer for Primary Health, Inc., 
that he signed the foregoing document as Chief Executive Officer of the corporation, and that the 
statements therein contained are true. 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed my official seal the 
day and year in this certificate first above written. 
Notary Public for Idaho 
Residing at ____________ _ 
My commission expires ________ ____ 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CE~TIFY that on this 1/4./Jay of January, 2008, I caused to be served a true 
copy of the foregoing DEFENDANT PRIMARY HEALTH CARE CENTER'S ANSWERS TO 
PLAINTIFF'S SECOND SET OF INTERROGATORIES by the method indicated below, and 
addressed to each of the following: 
David E. Comstock 
LAW OFFICES OF COMSTOCK & BUSH 
199 N. Capitol Boulevard, Suite 500 
P.O. Box 2774 
Boise, ID 83701-2774 
[Attorneys for Plaintiffs] 
Byron V. Foster 
Attorney at Law 
199 N. Capitol Boulevard, Suite 500 
P.O. Box 1584 
Boise, ID 83701-1584 
[ Attorney for Plaintiffs] 
Andrew C. Brassey 
BRASSEY, WETHERELL, CRAWFORD 
& McCURDY LLP . 
203 W. Main Street 
Boise, ID 83702 
Gary T. Dance 
MOFFATT THOMAS BARRETT ROCK 
& FIELDS CHARTERED 
412 W; Center, Suite 2000 
P.O. Box 817 
Pocatello, ID 83204-0817 
JamesB. Lynch 
LYNCH & ASSOCIATES PLLC 
1412 W. Idaho Street, Suite 200 
P.O.Box 739 
Boise, ID 83701-0739 
/ U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
Hand Delivered === Overnight Mail 
E-mail === Telecopy 
V U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
Hand Delivered == Overnight Mail 
E-mail === Telecopy 
V U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
Hand Delivered · === Overnight Mail 
E-mail .== Telecopy 
_d_ U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
__ H;and Delivered 
__ Overnight Mail 
E-mail === Telecopy 
~.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
Hand Delivered === Overnight Mail 
E-mail === Telecopy 
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Steven K. Tolman (ISB #1769) 
TOLMAN & BRIZEE, P.C. 
132 3rd Avenue East 
P.O. Box 1276 
Twin Falls, Idaho 83303-1276 
Telephone: (208) 733-5566 
Attorney for Defendant Nathan Coonrod, MD and Primary Health Care Center 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF CANYON 
JOSE AGUILAR, individually, as the 
Personal Representative of the Estate of 
Maria A. Aguilar, deceased, and as the Case No. CV 05-5781 
natural father and guardian of 
GUADALUPE MARIA AGUILAR, 
 AGUILAR, and  
AGUILAR, minors, and JOSE AGUILAR, 
JR., heirs of Maria A. Aguilar, deceased, 
Plaintiffs, 
vs. 
ANDREW CHAI, M.D., STEVEN R. 
NEWMAN, M.D., NATHAN COONROD, 
M.D., MITCHELL LONG, D.O., and 
PRIMARY HEAL TH CARE. CENTER, an 
Idaho corporation, JOHN and JANE 
DOES I through X, employees of one or 
more of the Defendants 
Defendants. 
DEFENDANT PRIMARY HEAL TH, INC. 'S 
SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWERS AND 
RESPONSES TO PLAINTIFFS' FIRST 
SET OF INTERROGATORIES AND 
REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION OF 
POCUME;N.TS 
COMES NOW the defendant, Primary Health Care Center, by and through its 
counsel of record, Steven K. Tolman of Tolman & Brizee, P.C., and hereby supplements 
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its answers and responses to plaintiffs' first set of interrogatories and requests for 
production of documents dated the 9th day of January, 2007, as follows: 
INTERROGATORY NO. 1: Please state the name, address and telephone 
number of each and every person known to you or your attorneys who has any 
knowledge of, or who purports to have any knowledge of the facts of this case. By this 
Interrogatory, we seek the names, addresses and telephone numbers of all individuals 
who have knowledge or who purport to have knowledge of the facts of this case which 
pertain to issues of damages as well as liability. 
SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: Defendant objects to this interrogatory to the 
extent it seeks the disclosure of impeachment witnesses. Defendant further objects to 
this interrogatory on the basis of and to the extent it seeks the identity of and disclosure 
of facts known or opinions held by experts who have been retained or specifically 
employed by him in anticipation of litigation or in preparation for trial and who are not 
expected to be called as witnesses at trial in accordance with I.R.C.P. 26(b)(4)(B). 
Defendant objects to this interrogatory to the extent it seeks the disclosure of individuals 
merely contacted or consulted by him and who will not be retained as expert witnesses, 
and to the extent it .seeks the dis.closure of information protected by the. attorney/client 
and/or work product privileges. 




Guadalupe Maria Aguilar 
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Jose Aguilar Jr. 
Nathan Coonrod, MD 
Andrew Chai, MD 
Steven R. Newman, MD 
Mitchell Long, DO 
Any and all of Maria Aguilar's health care providers, who provided medical care 
and treatment and whose true and correct identities are set forth in her medical records, 
including, but not limited to, any and all health care providers with Columbia West Valley 
Medical Center; any and all health care providers with Mercy Medical Center; any and 
all health care providers of Primary Health Care Center; Canyon County Paramedics, 
including Terry Goff and Bob Dickinson, and also specifically including: 
Catherine Atup-Leavitt, MD 
Robb Gibson, MD 
James Fields, MD 
Thomas Donndelinger, MD 
William Blahd, MD 
Guerin Walsh, MD 
Mark Thomas, DO 
Bill Kirby 
Deputy Coroner 
Canyon County Coroner's Office 
Employers and/or co-workers of Maria Aguilar, whose true and correct identities 
are currently unknown to defendant 
Employers and/or co-workers of Jose Aguilar, whose true and correct identities 
are currently unknown to defendant 
Discovery is continuing and defendant reserves the right to supplement this 
answer as individuals become known. 
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INTERROGATORY NO. 2: Please state the names, addresses and telephone 
numbers of all persons you intend to call as factual witnesses at the trial of this case. 
SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: Defendant objects to this interrogatory to the 
extent it seeks the disclosure of impeachment witnesses. 
Without waiving said objection, defendant states a final determination regarding 
witnesses has not yet been made, but he anticipates the following individuals may be 
called as witnesses: 
Nathan Coonrod, MD 
Andrew Chai, MD 
Steven R. Newman, MD 
Mitchell Long, DO 
Any and all of Maria Aguilar's health care providers, who provided medlcal care 
and treatment and whose true and correct identities are set forth in her medical records, 
including, but not limited to, any and all health care providers with Columbia West Valley 
Medical Center; any and all health care providers with Mercy Medical Center; any and 
all health care providers with Primary Health Care Center; Canyon County Paramedics, 
including Terry Goff and Bob Dickinson, and also specifically including: 
Catherine Atup-Leavitt, MD 
Robb Gibson, MD 
James Fields, MD 
Thomas Donndelinger, MD 
William Blahd, MD 
Guerin Walsh, MD 
Mark Thomas, DO 
Jon Hlavinka, MD 
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Canyon County Coroner's Office 
Any and all individuals identified by plaintiffs, through written discovery or formal 
disclosures. 
Any and all individuals called to testify by plaintiffs. 
Any and all individuals identified by co-defendants, through written discovery or 
formal disclosures. 
Any and all individuals called to testify by co-defendants. 
Any and all individuals identified or disclosed through deposition testimony taken 
in this matter. 
Additionally, defendant will comply with this Court's regarding disclosure of trial 
witnesses. 
Defendant reserves the right to supplement this answer as discovery continues. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 3: With respect to the persons you intend to call at the 
trial of this cause, please state the general nature of the facts to which they will testify. 
SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the 
grounds it seeks the disclosure of impeachment witnesses. Without waiving said 
objection, defendant states as follows: 
Nathan Coonrod. MD: Dr. Coonrod will testify consistent with the medical 
treatment he provided to Marla Aguilar, as well as his deposition testimony. 
Andrew Chai, MD: Dr. Chai will testify consistent with the medical treatment he 
provided to Maria Aguilar, as well as his deposition t_estimony. 
Steven R. Newman, MD; Dr. Newman will testify consistent with the medical 
treatment he provided to Maria Aguilar, as well as his deposition testimony. 
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Mitchell Long, DO: Dr. Long will testify consistent with the medical treatment he 
provided to Maria Aguilar, as well as his deposition testimony. 
Any and all of Maria Aguilar's health care providers, who provided medical care 
and treatment and whose true and correct identities are set forth in her medical records, 
including, but not limited to any and all health care providers with Columbia West Valley 
Medical Center; any and all health care providers with Mercy Medical Center; any and 
all health care providers with Primary Health Care Center; Canyon County Paramedics, 
including Terry Goff and Bob Dickinson. 
It is believed all health care providers will testify regarding the medical care and 
treatment provided to Maria Aguilar. 
Catherine Atup-Leavitt MD: Dr. Atup-Leavitt will testify consistent with the 
medical treatment she provided to Maria Aguilar. 
Robb Gibson, MD: Dr. Gibson will testify consistent with the medical treatment 
he provided to Maria Aguilar, as well as his deposition testimony. 
James Fields, MD: Dr. Fields will testify consistent with the medical treatment he 
provided to Maria Aguilar. 
Thomas Donndelinger, MD: Dr. Donndelinger will testify consistent with his 
deposition testimony and autopsy report. 
William Blahd. MD: Dr. Blahd will testify consistent with the medical treatment he 
provided to Maria Aguilar. 
Guerin Walsh, MD: Dr. Walsh will testify regarding the medical treatment he 
provided to Maria Aguilar. 
Mark Thomas, MD: Dr. Thomas will testify consistent with the medical treatment 
he provided to Maria Aguilar. 
Jon Hlavinka, MD: Dr. Hlavinka will testify regarding his familiarity with the local 
standard of health care practice for family practice physicians in the Nampa/Caldwell, 
Idaho area in April, May and June 2003. 
Bill Kirby: It is anticipated Mr. Kirby will testify consistent with his coroner's 
report. 
Robert M. Franklin, MD: It is anticipated Dr. Franklin will testify consistent with 
his opinions previously disclosed. 
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Greg L. Ledgerwood. MD: It is anticipated Dr. Ledgerwood will testify consistent 
with his opinions previously disclosed. 
Ronald C. Dobson, MD: It is anticipated Dr. Dobson will testify consistent with 
his opinions previously disclosed. 
Brent P. Pistorese, MD: It is anticipated Dr. Pistorese will testify consistent with 
his opinions previously disclosed. 
Daniel J. Urbach, MD: It is anticipated Dr. Urbach will testify consistent with his 
opinions previously disclosed. 
W. Cris Lewis, PhD: It is anticipated Dr. Lewis will testify consistent with his 
opinions previously disclosed. 
Paul Blaylock. MD: It is anticipated Dr. Blaylock will testify consistent with his 
opinions previously disclosed. 
Samuel LeBaron, MD: It is anticipated Dr. LeBaron will testify consistent with his 
opinions previously disclosed. 
Dean Lapinel. MD: It is anticipated Dr. Lapine! will testify consistent with his 
opinions previously disclosed. 
Richard Lubman, MD: It is anticipated Dr. Lubman will testify consistent with his 
opinions previously disclosed. 
Daniel Brown, MD: It is anticipated Dr. Brown will testify consistent with his 
opinions previously disclosed. 
Cornelius Hofman: It is anticipated Mr. Hofman will testify consistent with his 
opinions previously disclosed. 
Craig Bosley, MD: It is anticipated Dr. Bosley· will testify consistent with his 
opinions previously disclosed. 
Willis E. Parmley, MD: It is anticipated Dr. Parmley will testify consistent with his 
opinions previously disclosed. 
Gregory L. Henry, MD: It is anticipated Dr. Henry will testify consistent with his 
opinions previously disclosed. 
Richard A. Slaughter: It is anticipated Mr. Slaughter will testify consistent with his 
opinions previously disclosed. 
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James W. Smith, MD: It is anticipated Dr. Smith will testify consistent with his 
opinions previously disclosed. 
George B. Pfoertner, MD: It is anticipated Dr. Pfoertner will testify consistent with 
his opinions previously disclosed. 
Michael D. Kenner, MD: It is anticipated Dr. Kenner will testify consistent with his 
opinions previously disclosed. 
Defendant reserves the right to supplement this answer as discovery continues 
and information become known. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 4: Please identify in full and complete detail each and 
every document, writing, photograph, tape-recording, audio-recording, and/or 
videotapes or other physical evidence of which you or your attorney are aware and 
which pertain in any way to the underlying facts or circumstances of this litigation. In 
answering this Interrogatory, describe the nature and subject matter of the item, its date, 
if applicable; and the name, address and capacity of the person preparing it or with 
knowledge of it. 
SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague, burdensome, harassing, ambiguous and, therefore, 
potentially misleading. Defendant further objects to this interrogatory to the extent it 
seeks the disclosure of impeachment exhibits and/evidence. Defendant objects to this 
interrogatory on the basis of and to the extent it seeks the identity of and disclosure of 
facts known or opinions held by experts who have been retained or specifically 
employed by it in anticipation of litigation or in preparation for trial and who are not 
expected to be called as witnesses at trial in accordance with I.R.C.P. 26{b)(4)(8). 
Defendant objects to this interrogatory to the extent it seeks the disclosure of individuals 
merely contacted or consulted by it and who will not be retained as expert witnesses, 
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and to the extent it seeks the disclosure of information protected by the attorney/client 
and/or work product privileges. 
Without waiving said objections, defendant refers to all of Maria Aguilar's medical 
records which have been identified, disclosed and/or exchanged between the parties. 
Defendant reserves the right to supplement this answer. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 5: Have you, your attorneys, or any person, firm or 
corporation acting on your behalf, consulted with or engaged any experts to testify in 
connection with this litigation? If so, please state their names and addresses, and for 
each such expert, describe the subject matter on which the expert is expected to testify, 
set forth the underlying facts or data supporting the opinion as required by Idaho Rule of 
Civil Procedure 26, and state the substance of the facts and opinions to which the 
expert is expected to testify. 
SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the 
basis of and to the extent it seeks the identity of and disclosure of facts known or 
opinions held by experts who have been retained or specifically employed by it in 
anticipation of litigation or in preparation for trial and who are not expected to be called 
as witnesses at trial in accordance with I.R.C.P. 26(b)(4)(B). Defendant objects to this 
interrogatory to the extent it seeks the disclosure of individuals merely contacted or 
consulted by it and who will not be retained as expert witnesses, and to the extent it 
seeks the disclosure of information protected by the attorney/client and/or work product 
privileges. 
Without waiving said objections, please see Defendants Nathan Coonrod, M.D.'S 
and Primary Health Care Center's Supplemental Disclosure of Expert Witnesses dated 
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October 15, 2008, which is incorporated by reference as if fully set forth herein. 
Additionally, please see Plaintiffs' Expert Witness Disclosures (original disclosure and 
all supplements thereto) and Plaintiffs' Rebuttal Expert Witness Disclosures, which are 
incorporated by reference as if fully set forth herein. 
To the extent any other defendant in this action is dismissed prior to trial, this 
defendant reserves the right to call or cross-examine plaintiffs' expert witnesses at trial. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 6: Please identify in full and complete detail each and 
every document, writing, photograph or other physical evidence which you intend to 
offer as an exhibit in the trial of this matter. 
SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: Defendant objects to this interrogatory to the 
extent it seeks the disclosure of impeachment exhibits and/or evidence. 
Without waiving said objection, defendant states a final determination as to 
exhibits has not been made. However, defendant identifies the following: 
Primary Health Nampa records - PHN 0001-0053 
West Valley Medical Center records-WVM0001-0017 
Mercy Medical Center records- MMC 0001-0101 
Boise Gastroenterology Associates records- BGA0001-0032 
Canyon County Coroner records-CCC0001-0003 
St. Alphonsus Regional Medical Center records - SAR0001-0015 
Southwest District Health Department records - SDH0001-054 
Maria Aguilar's 5-27-03 Chest film taken at Primary Health - Nampa 
Maria Aguilar's 5-27-03 Chest film taken at Mercy Medical Center; 
Maria Aguilar's 5-28-03 heart catheterization study done at Mercy Medical Center 
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Canyon County Paramedics records - CCP0001-0006 
Family Medical Clinic records - FMC0001 
Penny Wise Drugs - PWD0001 
Robin W. King, DC records - RWK0001-0014 
Demonstrative Exhibits to illustrate Dr. Coonrod's defenses; 
Exhibit depicting anatomy of human cardio-pulmonary system; 
Exhibit depicting timeline of Maria Aguilar's care 
Any and all exhibits identified and/or introduced into evidence by plaintiffs 
Any and all exhibits identified and/or introduced into evidence by co-defendants 
Any and all documents identified and/or produced by the parties, either informally 
or through formal discovery 
Any and all documents identified and/or produced in depositions. 
Defendant reserves the right to supplement this answer as additional exhibits 
become known. Further, defendant will abide by the pretrial orders of the Court relative 
to disclosure of exhibits. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 16: l_n your Answer on file herein, under the paragraph 
entitled "Third Affirmative Defense," you state: Plaintiffs are barred from maintaining 
this action because Plaintiffs' injuries or damage, if any, were proximately caused by the 
acts or omissions of parties, persons, or entities other than the answering Defendants 
... " Please state with particularity the factual basis for this allegation and set forth in full 
and complete detail each and every witness, faGt, document and/or occurrence which 
you contend supports such allegations. 
SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague, burdensome, harassing, ambiguous and, therefore, 
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potentially misleading. Defendant further objects to this interrogatory on the basis of 
and to the extent it seeks the identity of and pisclosure of facts known or opinions held 
by experts who have been retained or specifically employed by it in anticipation of 
litigation or in preparation for trial and who are not expected to be called as witnesses at 
trial in accordance with I.R.C.P. 26(b)(4)(8). Defendant objects to this interrogatory to 
the extent it seeks the disclosure of individuals merely contacted or consulted by it and 
who will not be retained as expert witnesses, and to the extent it seeks the disclosure of 
information protected by the attorney/client and/or work product privileges as well as 
information prepared in anticipation of litigation. 
Without waiving said objections, please see the medical records of the decedent 
Maria Aguilar, the deposition testimony of Dr. Coonrod, as well as Defendants Nathan 
Coonrod, M.D. 'S and Primary Health Care Center's Supplemental Disclosure of Expert 
Witnesses dated October 15, 2008. Additionally, please see Plaintiffs' Expert Witness 
Disclosures (original disclosure and all supplements thereto) and Plaintiffs' Rebuttal 
Expert Witness Disclosures, as well as the expert witness disclosures of Dr. Chai, Dr. 
Newman and Dr. Long (originals and all supplements thereto) which are incorporated by 
reference as if fully set forth herein. Please also see the deposition testimony of Dr. 
Blaylock, Dr. Lapine!, Dr. LeBaron, Dr. Lubman and Dr. Brown. 
Defendant reserves the right to supplement this response. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 17: In your Answer on file herein, under the paragraph 
entitled "Fourth Affirmative Defense," you state: The complaint fails to state a claim for 
relief against the answering Defendants that would entitle Plaintiffs to punitive 
damages." Please set forth with particularity the factual basis for this allegation and set 
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forth in full and complete detail · each and every witness, fact, document and/or 
occurrence which you contend supports such allegation. 
SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague, burdensome, harassing, ambiguous and, therefore, 
potentially misleading. Defendant further objects to this interrogatory on the basis of 
and to the extent it seeks the identity of and disclosure of facts known or opinions held 
by experts who have been retained or specifically employed by it in anticipation of 
litigation or in preparation for trial and who are not expected to be called as witnesses at 
trial in accordance with I.R.C.P. 26(b)(4)(8). Defendant objects to this interrogatory to 
the extent it seeks the disclosure of individuals merely contacted or consulted by it and 
who will not be retained as expert witnesses, and to the extent it seeks the disclosure of 
information protected by the attorney/client and/or work product privileges as well as 
information prepared in anticipation of litigation. 
Without waiving said objections, please see the medical records of the decedent 
Maria Aguilar, the deposition testimony of Dr. Coonrod, as well as Defendants Nathan 
Coonrod, M.D. 'S and Primary Health Care Center's Supplemental Disclosure of Expert 
Witnesses dated October 15, 2008. 
Defendant reserves the right to supplement this response. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 18: In your Answer on file herein, under the paragraph 
entitled "Sixth Affirmative Defense," you state: Plaintiffs are barred from maintaining 
this action against the answering Defendants because the Plaintiffs' injuries and 
damages, if any, were proximately caused, in whole or in part, by the superseding, 
intervening acts and/or omissions of the decedent, and/or other defendants and/or 
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persons not parties to this action." Please set forth with particularity the factual basis for 
this allegation and set forth in full and complete detail each and every witness, fact, 
document and/or occurrence which you contend supports such allegation. 
SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague, burdensome, harassing, ambiguous and, therefore, 
potentially misleading. Defendant further objects to this interrogatory on the basis of 
and to the extent it seeks the identity of and disclosure of facts known or opinions held 
by experts who have been retained or specifically employed by it in anticipation of 
litigation or in preparation for trial and who are not expected to be called as witnesses at 
trial in accordance with I.R.C.P. 26(b)(4){B). Defendant objects to this interrogatory to 
the extent it seeks the disclosure of individuals merely contacted or consulted by it and 
who will not be retained as expert witnesses, and to the extent it seeks the disclosure of 
information protected by the attorney/client and/or work product privileges as well as 
information prepared in anticipation of litigation. 
Without waiving said objections, please see the medical records· of the decedent 
Maria Aguilar, the deposition testimony of Dr. Coonrod, as well as Defendants Nathan 
Coonrod, M.D.'S and Primary Health Care Center's Supplemental Disclosure of Expert 
Witnesses dated October 15, 2008. Additionally, please see Plaintiffs' Expert Witness 
Disclosures (original disclosure and all supplements thereto) and Plaintiffs' Rebuttal 
Expert Witness Disclosures, as well as the expert witness disclosures of Dr. Chai, Dr. 
Newman and Dr. Long (originals and all supplements thereto) which are incorporated by 
reference as if fully set forth herein. Please also see the deposition testimony of Dr. 
Blaylock, Dr. Lapinel, Dr. LeBaron, Dr. Lubman and Dr. Brown. 
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Defendant reserves the right to supplement this response. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 19: In your Answer on file herein, under the paragraph 
entitled "Seventh Affirmative Defense," you state: "The decedent's injuries, if any, were 
the result of a pre-existing condition or disease." Please set forth with particularity the 
factual basis for this allegation and set forth in full and complete detail each and every 
witness, fact, document and/or occurrence which you contend supports such allegation. 
Furthermore, please identify the "pre-existing condition or disease." 
SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: Defendant objects to this ·interrogatory on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague, burdensome, harassing, ambiguous and, therefore, 
potentially misleading. Defendant further objects to this interrogatory on the basis of 
and to the extent it seeks the identity of and disclosure of facts known or opinions held 
by experts who have been retained or specifically employed by it in anticipation of 
litigation or in preparation for trial and who are not expected to be called as witnesses at 
trial in accordance with I.R.C.P. 26(b)(4)(8). Defendant objects to this interrogatory to 
the extent it seeks the disclosure of individuals merely contacted or consulted by it and 
who will not be retained as expert witnesses, and to the extent it seeks the disclosure of 
information protected by the attorney/client and/or work product privileges as well as 
information prepared in anticipation of litigation. 
Without waiving said objections, please see the medical records of the decedent 
Maria Aguilar, the deposition testimony of Dr. Coonrod, as well as Defendants Nathan 
Coonrod, M.D.'S and Primary Health Care Center's Supplemental Disclosure of Expert 
Witnesses dated October 15, 2008. Additionally, please see Plaintiffs' Expert Witness 
Disclosures (original disclosure and all supplements thereto) and Plaintiffs' Rebuttal 
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Expert Witness Disclosures, as well as the expert witness disclosures of Dr. Chai, Dr. 
Newman and Dr. Long (originals and all supplements thereto) which are incorporated by 
reference as if fully set forth herein. Please also see the deposition testimony of Dr. 
Blaylock, Dr. Lapine!, Dr. LeBaron, Dr. Lubman and Dr. Brown. 
Defendant reserves the right to supplement this response. 
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 4: Produce copies of every document, 
writing, photograph or other physical evidence which you intend to offer as an exhibit in 
the trial and/or referred to, identified, or utilized in responding to Interrogatory No. 6. 
SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Defendant objects to this request to the extent it 
seeks the disclosure of impeachment exhibits and/or evidence. 
Without waiving said objection, defendant states it is believed plaintiffs are in 
possession of all of Maria Aguilar's medical records, and as such they are not 
reproduced herewith. Additionally, illustrative exhibits to be relied upon have not yet 
been made, but will be provided to plaintiffs' counsel prior to trial. 
Defendant reserves the right to supplement this response. 
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 5: Produce copies of any and all 
documents referred to, identified, or utilized in responding to Interrogatory No. 5. 
SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Please see supplemental answer to 
Interrogatory No. 5. ~-
DATED this -1- day of March, 2009. 
TOLMAN & SRI 
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Steven K. Tolman (ISB #1769) 
TOLMAN & BRIZEE, P.C. 
132 3rd Avenue East 
P.O. Box 1276 
Twin Falls, Idaho 83303-1276 
Telephone: (208) 733-5566 
Attorney for Defendants Nathan Coonrod, MD and Primary Health Care Center 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF CANYON 
JOSE AGUILAR, individually, as the 
Personal Representative of the Estate of 
Maria A. Aguilar, deceased, and as the Case No. CV 05-5781 
natural father and guardian of 
GUADALUPE MARIA AGUILAR, 
 AGUILAR, and  
AGUILAR, minors, and JOSE.AGUILAR, 
JR., heirs of Maria A. Aguilar, deceased, 
Plaintiffs, 
vs. 
ANDREW CHAI, M.D., STEVEN R. 
NEWMAN, M~D., NATHAN COONROD, 
M.D., MITCHELL LONG, D.O., and 
PRIMARY HEAL TH CARE CENTER, an 
Idaho corporation, JOHN and JANE 
DOES I through X, employees of one or 
more of the Defendants 
Defendants. 
DEFENDANT PRIMARY HEALTH CARE 
CENTER'S SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWERS 
TO PLAINTIFFS' SECOND SET OF 
INTERROGATORIES 
COMES' NOW the defendant, Nathan Coonrod, MD, by and through his counsel 
of record, Steven K. Tolman of Tolman & Brizee, P.C., and hereby supplements his 
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answers and responses to plaintiffs' first set of interrogatories and. requests for 
production of documents dated the 10th day of January, 2008, as follows: 
INTERROGATORY NO. 20: In your Answer on file herein, under the paragraph 
entitled "Third Affirmative Defense," you state: "Plaintiffs are barred from maintaining 
this action because Plaintiffs' injuries or damage, if any, were proximately caused by the 
acts or omissions of parties, persons, or entities other than the answering 
Defendants ... " Please state with particularity the principal or material facts upon which 
you base this allegation and set forth each and every principal and material witness, 
fact, document and/or occurrence which you contend supports such allegation. 
SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague, burdensome, harassing, ambiguous and, therefore, 
potentially misleading. Defendant further objects to this interrogatory on the basis of 
and to the extent it seeks the identity of and disclosure of facts known or opinions held 
by experts who have been retained or specifically employed . by it in anticipation of 
litigation or in preparation for trial and who are not expected to be called as witnesses at 
trial in accordance with I.R.C.P. 26(b)(4)(8). Defendant objects to this interrogatory to 
the extent it seeks the disclosure of individuals merely contacted or consulted by it and 
who will not be retained as expert witnesses, and to the extent it seeks the disclosure of 
information protected by the attorney/client and/or work product privileges as well as 
information prepared in anticipation of litigation. 
Without waiving said objections, please see the medical records of the decedent 
Maria Aguilar, the deposition testimony of Dr. Coonrod, as well as Defendants Nathan 
Coonrod, M.D.'S and Primary Health Care Center's Supplemental Disclosure of Expert 
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Witnesses dated October 15, 2008. Additionally, please see Plaintiffs' Expert Witness 
Disclosures (original disclosure and all supplements thereto) and Plaintiffs' Rebuttal 
Expert Witness Disclosures, as well as the expert witness disclosures of Dr. Chai, Dr. 
Newman and Dr. Long (originals and all supplements thereto) which are incorporated by 
reference as if fully set forth herein. Please also see the deposition testimony of Dr. 
Blaylock, Dr. Lapinel, Dr. LeBaron, Dr. Lubman and Dr. Brown. 
Defendant reserves the right to supplement this response. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 21: In your Answer on file herein, under the paragraph 
entitled "Sixth Affirmative Defense," you state: "Plaintiffs are barred from maintaining 
this action against the answering Defendants because the Plaintiffs' injuries and 
damages, if any, were proximately caused, in whole or in part, by the superseding, 
intervening acts and/or omissions of the decedent, and/or other defendants and/or 
persons not parties to this action." Please state with particularity the principal or 
material facts upon which you base this allegation and set forth each and every principal 
and material witness, fact, document and/or occurrence which you contend supports 
such allegation. 
SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague, burdensome, harassing, ambiguous and, therefore, 
potentially misleading. Defendant further objects to this interrogatory on the basis of 
and to the extent it seeks the identity of and disclosure of facts known or opinions held 
by experts who have been retained or specifically employed by it in anticipation of 
litigation or in preparation for trial and who are not expected to be called as witnesses at 
trial in accordance with I.R.C.P. 26(b)(4)(8). Defendant objects to this interrogatory to 
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the extent it seeks the disclosure of individuals merely contacted or consulted by it and 
who will not be retained as expert witnesses, and to the extent it seeks the disclosure of 
information protected by the attorney/client and/or work product privileges as well as 
information prepared in anticipation of litigation. 
Without waiving said objections, please see the medical records of the decedent 
Maria Aguilar, the deposition testimony of Dr. Coonrod, as well as Defendants Nathan 
Coonrod, M.D.'S and Primary Health Care Center's Supplemental Disclosure of Expert 
Witnesses dated October 15, 2008. Additionally, please see Plaintiffs' Expert Witness 
Disclosures (original disclosure and all pUpplements thereto) and Plaintiffs' Rebuttal 
Expert Witness Disclosures, as well as the expert witness disclosures of Dr. Chai, Dr. 
Newman and Dr. Long (originals and all supplements thereto) which are incorporated by 
reference as if fully set forth herein. Please also see the deposition testimony of Dr. 
Blaylock, Dr. Lapine!, Dr. LeBaron, Dr. Lubman and Dr. Brown. 
Defendant reserves the right to supplement this response. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 22: Do you contend that any health care provider 
involved in the medical care and treatment of Plaintiffs' decedent, Maria Abigail Aguilar 
from April 1, 2003, through June 4, 2003 violated the applicable standard of health care 
practice? 
SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: Defendant objects to this interrogatory Defendant 
objects to this interrogatory on the grounds it is overly broad, vague, burdensome, 
harassing, ambiguous and, therefore, potentially misleading. Defendant further objects 
to this interrogatory on the basis of and to the extent it .seeks the identity of and 
disclosure of facts known or opinions held by experts who have been retained or 
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specifically employed by it in anticipation of litigation or in preparation for trial and who 
are not expected to be called as witnesses at trial in accordance with I.R.C.P. 
26(b )( 4 )(B ). Defendant objects to this interrogatory to the extent it seeks the disclosure 
of individuals merely contacted or consulted by it and who will not be retained as expert 
witnesses, and to the extent it seeks the disclosure of information protected by the 
attorney/client and/or work product privileges as well as information prepared in 
anticipation of litigation. 
Without waiving said objections, please see Plaintiffs' Expert Witness 
Disclosures (original disclosure and all supplements thereto) and Plaintiffs' Rebuttal 
Expert Witness Disclosures, as well as the deposition testimony of Dr. Blaylock, Dr. 
Lapine!, Dr. LeBaron, Dr. Lubman and Dr. Brown. To the extent any other 
defendant in this action is dismissed prior to trial, this defendant reserves the right to 
call or cross-examine plaintiffs' expert witnesses at trial. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 23: With regard to the previous Interrogatory, if you so 
contend, identify the health care provider and set forth all principal and material facts 
known to you at this time which support such a contention. 
SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: Please see supplemental answer to Interrogatory 
No. 22 above. 
DATED thl~ay of March, 2009. 
TOLMAN & BRI 
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Byron V. Foster 
Attorney at Law 
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Steven K. Tolman (ISB #1769) 
TOLMAN & BRIZEE, P.C. 
132 3rd Avenue East 
P.O. Box 1276 
Twin Falls, Idaho 83303-1276 
Telephone: (208) 733-5566 
Attorney for Defendants Nathan Coonrod, MD and Primary Health Care Center 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF CANYON 
JOSE AGUILAR, individually, as the 
Personal Representative of the Estate of 
Maria A. Aguilar, deceased, and as the Case No. CV 05-5781 
natural father and guardian of 
GUADALUPE MARIA AGUILAR, 
 AGUILAR, and  
AGUILAR, minors, and JOSE AGUILAR, 
JR., heirs of Maria A. Aguilar, deceased, 
Plaintiffs, 
vs. 
ANDREW CHAI, M.D., STEVEN R. 
NEWMAN, M.D., NATHAN COONROD, 
M.D., MITCHELL LONG, 0.0., and 
PRIMARY HEAL TH CARE CENTER, an 
Idaho corporation, JOHN and JANE 
DOES I through X, employees of one or 
more of the Defendants 
Defendants. 
DEFENDANT NATHAN COONROD, 
M.D.'S SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWERS. 
AND RESPONSES TO PLAINTIFFS' 
FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES 
AND REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION OF 
DOCUMENTS 
COMES NOW the defendant, Nathan Coonrod, MD; by and through his counsel 
of record, Steven K. Tolman of Tolman & Brizee, P.C., and hereby supplements his 
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answers and responses to plaintiffs' first set of interrogatories and requests for 
production of documents dated the 9th day of January, 2007, as follows: 
INTERROGATORY NO. 1: Please state the name, address and telephone 
number of each and every person known to you or your attorneys who has any 
knowledge of, or who purports to have any knowledge of the facts of this case. By this 
Interrogatory, we seek the names, addresses and telephone numbers of all individuals 
who have knowledge or who purport to have knowledge of the facts of this case which 
pertain to issues of damages as well as liability. 
SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: Defendant objects to this interrogatory to the 
extent it seeks the disclosure of impeachment witnesses. Defendant further objects to 
this interrogatory on the basis of and to the extent it seeks the identity of and disclosure 
of facts known or opinions held by experts who have been retained or specifically 
employed by him in anticipation of litigation or in preparation for trial and who are not 
expected to be called as witnesses at trial in accordance with I.R.C.P. 26(b)(4)(B). 
Defendant objects to this interrogatory to the extent it seeks the disclosure of individuals 
merely contacted or consulted by him and who will not be retained as expert witnesses, 
and to the extent it seeks the disclosure of information protected by the attorney/client 
and/or work product privileges. 




Guadalupe Maria Aguilar 
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Jose Aguilar Jr. 
Nathan Coonrod, MD 
Andrew Chai, MD 
Steven R. Newman, MD 
Mitchell Long, DO 
Any and all of Maria Aguilar's health care providers, who provided medical care 
and treatment and whose true and correct identities are set forth in her medical records, 
including, but not limited to, any and all health care providers with Columbia West Valley 
Medical Center; any and all health care providers with Mercy Medicai Center; any and 
all health care providers with Primary Health Care Center; Canyon County Paramedics, 
including Terry Goff and Bob Dickinson 
Catherine Atup-Leavitt, MD 
Robb Gibson, MD 
James Fields, MD 
Thomas Donndelinger, MD 
William Blahd, MD 
Guerin Walsh, MD 
Mark Thomas, DO 
Bill Kirby 
Deputy Coroner 
Canyon County Coroner's Office 
Employers and/or co-workers of Maria Aguilar, whose true and correct identities 
are currently unknown to defendant 
Employers and/or co-workers of Jose Aguilar, whose true and correct identities 
are currently unknown to defendant 
Discovery is· continuing and defendant reserves the right to supplement this 
answer as individuals become known. 
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INTERROGATORY NO. 2: Please state the names, addresses and telephone 
numbers of all persons you intend to call as factual witnesses at the trial of this case. 
SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: Defendant objects to this interrogatory to the 
extent it seeks the disclosure of impeachment witnesses. 
Without waiving said objection, defendant states a final determination regarding 
witnesses has not yet been made, but he anticipates the following individuals may be 
called as witnesses: 
Nathan Coonrod, MD 
Andrew Chai, MD 
Steven R. Newman, MD 
Mitchell Long, DO 
Any and all of Maria Aguilar's health care providers, who provided medical care 
and treatment and whose true and correct identities are set forth in her medical records, 
including, but not limited to, any and all health care providers with Columbia West Valley 
Medical Center; any and all health care providers with Mercy Medical Center; any and 
all health care providers with Primary Health Care Center, Canyon County Paramedics, 
including Terry Goff and Bob Dickinson 
Catherine Atup-Leavitt, MD 
Robb Gibson, MD 
James Fields, MD 
Thomas Donndelinger, MD 
William Blahd, MD 
Guerin Walsh, MD 
Mark Thomas, DO 
Jon Hlavinka, MD 
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Canyon County Coroner's Office 
Any and all individuals identified by plaintiffs, through written discovery or formal 
disclosures. 
Any and all individuals called to testify by plaintiffs. 
Any and all individuals identified by co-defendants, through written discovery or 
formal disclosures. 
Any and all individuals called to testify by co-defendants. 
Any and all individuals identified or disclosed through deposition testimony taken 
in this matter. 
Additionally, defendant will comply with this Court's regarding disclosure of trial 
witnesses. 
Defendant reserves the right to supplement this answer as discovery continues. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 3: With respect to the persons you intend to call at the 
trial of this cause, please state the general nature of the facts to which they will testify. 
SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the 
grounds it seeks the disclosure of impeachment witnesses. Without waiving said 
objection, defendantstates as follows: 
Nathan Coonrod, MD: Dr. Coonrod will testify consistent with the medical 
treatment he provided to Maria Aguilar, as well as his deposition testimony. 
Andrew Chai. MD: Dr. Chai will testify consistent with the medical treatment he 
provided to Maria Aguilar, as well as his deposition testimony. 
Steven R. Newman, MD: Dr. Newman will testify consistent with the medical 
treatment he provided to Maria Aguilar, as well as his deposition testimony. 
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Mitchell Long, DO: Dr. Long will testify consistent with the medical treatment he 
provided to Maria Aguilar, as well as his deposition testimony. 
Any and all of Maria Aguilar's health care providers, who provided medical care 
and treatment and whose true and correct identities are set forth in her medical records, 
including, but not limited to any and all health care providers with Columbia West Valley 
Medical Center; any and all health care providers with Mercy Medical Center; any and 
all health care providers with Primary Health Care Center; Canyon County Paramedics, 
including Terry Goff and Bob Dickinson. 
It is believed all health care providers will testify regarding the medical care and 
treatment provided to Maria Aguilar. 
Catherine Atup-Leavitt, MD: Dr. Atup-Leavitt will testify consistent with the 
medical treatment she provided to Maria Aguilar. 
Robb Gibson, MD: Dr. Gibson will testify consistent with the medical treatment 
he provided to Maria Aguilar, as well as his deposition testimony. 
James Fields, MD: Dr. Fields will testify consistent with the medical treatment he 
provided to Maria Aguilar. 
Thomas Donndelinger. MD: Dr. Donndelinger will testify consistent with his 
deposition testimony and autopsy report. 
William Blahd. MD: Dr. Blahd will testify consistent with the medical treatment he 
provided to Maria Aguilar. 
Guerin Walsh. MD: Dr. Walsh will testify regarding the medical treatment he 
provided to Maria Aguilar. 
Mark Thomas, DO: Dr. Thomas will testify consistent with the medical treatment 
he provided to Maria Aguilar. 
Jon Hlavinka. MD: Dr. Hlavinka will testify regarding his familiarity with the local 
standard of health care practice for family practice physicians in the Nampa/Caldwell, 
Idaho area in April, May and June 2003. 
Bill Kirby: It is anticipated Mr. Kirby will testify consistent with his coroner's 
report. 
Robert M. Franklin. MD: It is anticipated Dr. Franklin will testify consistent with 
his opinions previously disclosed. 
Greg L. Ledgerwood, MD: It is anticipated Dr. Ledgerwood will testify consistent 
with his opinions previously disclosed. 
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Ronald C. Dobson. MD: It is anticipated Dr. Dobson will testify consistent with 
his opinions previously disclosed. 
Brent P. Pistorese, MD: It is anticipated Dr. Pistorese will testify consistent with 
his opinions previously disclosed: 
Daniel J. Urbach. MD: It is anticipated Dr. Urbach will testify consistent with his 
opinions previously disclosed. 
W. Cris Lewis. PhD: It is anticipated Dr. Lewis will testify consistent with his 
opinions previously disclosed. 
Paul Blaylock. MD: It is anticipated Dr. Blaylock will testify consistent with his 
opinions previously disclosed. 
Samuel LeBaron. MD: It is anticipated Dr. LeBaron will testify consistent with his 
opinions previously disclosed. 
Dean Lapine!. MD: It is anticipated Dr. Lapine! will testify consistent with his 
opinions previously disclosed. 
Richard Lubman. MD: It is anticipated Dr. Lubman will testify consistent with his 
opinions previously disclosed. 
Daniel Brown, MD: It is anticipated Dr. Brown will testify consistent with his 
opinions previously disclosed. 
Cornelius Hofman: It is anticipated Mr. Hofman will testify consistent with his 
opinions previously disclosed. 
Craig Bosley, MD: It is anticipated Dr. Bosley will testify consistent with his 
opinions previously disclosed. 
Willis E. Parmley, MD: It is anticipated Dr. Parmley will testify consistent with his 
opinions previously disclosed. 
Gregory L. Henry, MD: It is anticipated Dr. Henry will testify consistent with his 
· opinions previously disclosed. 
Richard A. Slaughter: It is anticipated Mr. Slaughter will testify consistent with his 
opinions previously disclosed. 
James W. Smith, MD: It is anticipated Dr .. Smith will testify consistent with his 
opinions previously disclosed. 
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George B. Pfoertner, MD: It is anticipated Dr. Pfoertner will testify consistent with 
his opinions previously disclosed. 
Michael D. Kenner, MD: It is anticipated Dr. Kenner will testify consistent with his 
opinions previously disclosed. · 
Defendants reserve the right to supplement this answer as discovery continues 
and information become known. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 4: Please identify in full and complete detail each and 
every document, writing, photograph, tape-recording, audio-recording, and/or 
videotapes or other physical evidence of which you or your attorney are aware and 
which pertain in any way to the underlying facts or circumstances of this litigation. In 
answering this Interrogatory, describe the nature and subject matter of the item, its date, 
if applicable; and the name, address and capacity of the person preparing it or with 
knowledge of it. 
SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague, burdensome, harassing, ambiguous and, therefore, 
potentially misleading. Defendant further objects to this interrogatory to the extent it 
seeks the disclosure of impeachment exhibits and/evidence. Defendant objects to this 
interrogatory on the basis of and to the extent it seeks the identity of and disclosure of 
facts known or opinions held by experts who have been retained or specifically 
employed by him in anticipation of litigation or in preparation for trial and who are not 
expected to be called as witnesses at trial in accordance with I.R.C.P. 26(b)(4)(B). 
Defendant objects to this interrogatory to the extent it seeks the disclosure of individuals 
merely contacted or consulted by him and who will not be retained as expert witnesses, 
DEFENDANT NATHAN COONROD, M.D.'S SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWERS AND RESPONSES TO 
PLAINTIFFS' FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES AND REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION OF . 
· DOCUMENTS, PAGE 8 
4003 
and to the extent it seeks the disclosure of information protected by the attorney/client 
and/or work product privileges. 
Without waiving said objections, defendant refers to all of Maria Aguilar's medical 
records which have been identified, disclosed and/or exchanged between the parties. 
Defendant reserves the right to supplement this answer. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 5: Have you, your attorneys, or any person, firm or 
corporation acting on your behalf, consulted with or engaged any experts to testify in 
connection with this litigation? If so, please state their names and addresses, and for 
each such expert, describe the subject matter on which the expert is expected to testify, 
set forth the underlying facts or data supporting the opinion as required by Idaho Rule of 
Civil Procedure 26, and state the substance of the facts and opinions to which the 
expert is expected to testify. 
SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the 
basis of and to the extent it seeks the identity of and disclosure of facts known or 
opinions held by experts who have been retained or specifically employed by him in 
anticipation of litigation or in preparation for trial and who are not expected to be called 
as witnesses at trial in accordance with I.R.C.P. 26(b)(4)(B). Defendant objects to this 
interrogatory to the extent it seeks the disclosure of individuals merely contacted or 
consulted by him and who will not be retained as expert witnesses, and to the extent it 
seeks the disclosure of information protected by the attorney/client and/or work product 
privileges. 
Without waiving said objections, please see Defendants Nathan Coonrod, M.D.'S 
and Primary Health Care Center's Supplemental Disclosure of Expert Witnesses dated 
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October 15, 2008, which is incorporated by reference as if fully set forth herein. 
Additionally, please see Plaintiffs' Expert Witness Disclosures (original disclosure and 
all supplements thereto) and Plaintiffs' Rebuttal Expert Witness Disclosures, which are 
incorporated by reference as if fully set forth herein. 
To the extent any .other defendant in this action is dismissed prior to trial, this 
defendant reserves the right to call or cross-examine plaintiffs' expert witnesses at trial. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 6: Please identify in full and complete detail each and 
every document, writing, photograph or other physical evidence which you intend to 
offer as an exhibit in the trial of this matter. 
SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: Defendant objects to this interrogatory to the 
extent it seeks the disclosure of impeachment exhibits and/or evidence. 
Without waiving said objection, defendant states a final determination as to 
exhibits has not been made. However, defendant identifies the following: 
Primary Health Nampa records - PHN 0001-0053 
West Valley Medical Center records -WVM0001-0017 
Mercy Medical Center records - MMC 0001-0101 
Boise Gastroenterology Associates records - BGA0001-0032 
Canyon County Coroner records - CCC0001-0003 
St. Alphonsus Regional Medical Center records- SAR0001-0015 
Southwest District Health Department records - SDH0001-054 
Maria Aguilar's 5-27-03 Chest film taken at Primary Health - Nampa 
Maria Aguilar's 5-27-03 Chest film taken at Mercy Medical Center; 
Maria Aguilar's 5-28-03 heart catheterization study done at Mercy Medical Center 
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Canyon County Paramedics records - CCP0001-0006 
Family Medical Clinic records - FMC0001 
Penny Wise Drugs - PWD0001 
Robin W. King, DC records- RWK0001-0014 
Demonstrative Exhibits to illustrate Dr. Coonrod's defenses; 
Exhibit depicting anatomy of human cardio-pulmonary system; 
Exhibit depicting timeline of Maria Aguilar's care 
Any and all exhibits identified and/or introduced into evidence by plaintiffs 
Any and all exhibits identified and/or introduced into evidence by co-defendants 
Any and all documents identified and/or produced by the parties, either informally 
or through formal discovery 
Any and all documents identified and/or produced in depositions. 
Defendant reserves the right to supplement this answer as additional exhibits 
become known. Further, defendant will abide by the pretrial orders of the Court relative 
to disclosure of exhibits. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 10: Describe in detail your involvement in the 
decedent's care at Primary Health during the time period of April 23, 2003, through June 
17, 2003, including conversations with any hospital personnel or other personnel. 
SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the 
grounds it is overly broad; vague, burdensome, harassing, ambiguous i;lnd, therefore, 
potentially misleading. 
Without waiving said objections, please see the medical records of the decedent 
regarding Dr. Coonrod's medical care and treatment, as well as Dr. Coonrod's 
deposition testimony. 
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Defendant reserves the right to supplement this answer. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 17: In your Answer on file herein, under the paragraph 
entitled "Third Affirmative Defense," you state: Plaintiffs are barred from maintaining 
this action because Plaintiffs' injuries or damage, if any, were proximately caused by the 
acts or omissions of parties, persons, or entities other than the answering Defendants 
... " Please state with particularity the factual basis for this allegation and set forth in full 
and complete detail each and every witness, fact, document and/or occurrence which 
you contend supports such allegations. 
SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague, burdensome, harassing, ambiguous and, therefore, 
potentially misleading. Defendant further objects to this interrogatory on the basis of 
and to the extent it seeks the identity of and disclosure of facts known or opinions held 
by experts who have been retained or specifically employed by him in anticipation of 
litigation or in preparation for trial and who are not expected to be called as witnesses at 
trial in accordance with I.R.C.P. 26(b)(4)(B). Defendant objects to this interrogatory to 
the extent it seeks the disclosure of individuals merely contacted or consulted by him 
and who will not be retained as expert witnesses, and to the extent it seeks the 
disclosure of information protected by the attorney/client and/or work product privileges 
as well as information prepared in anticipation of litigation. 
Without waiving said objections, please see the medical records of the decedent 
Maria Aguilar, the deposition testimony of Dr. Coonrod, as well as Defendants Nathan 
Coonrod, M.D.'S and Primary Health Care Center's Supplemental Disclosure of Expert 
Witnesses dated October 15, 2008. Additionally, please see Plaintiffs' Expert Witness 
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Disclosures (original disclosure and all supplements thereto) and Plaintiffs' Rebuttal 
Expert Witness Disclosures, as well as the expert witness disclosures of Dr. Chai, Dr. 
Newman and Dr. Long (originals and all supplements thereto) which are incorporated by 
reference as if fully set forth herein. Please also see the deposition testimony of Dr. 
Blaylock, Dr. Lapine!, Dr. LeBaron, Dr. Lubman and Dr. Brown. 
Defendant reserves the right to supplement this response. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 18: In your Answer on file herein, under the paragraph 
entitled "Fourth Affirmative Defense," you state: The complaint fails to state a claim for 
relief against the answering Defendants that would entitle Plaintiffs to punitive 
damages." Please set forth wjth particularity the factual basis for this allegation and set 
forth in full and complete detail each and every witness, fact, document and/or 
occurrence which you contend supports such allegation. 
SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague, burdensome, harassing, ambiguous and, therefore, 
potentially misleading. Defendant further objects to this interrogatory on the basis of 
and to the extent it seeks the identity of and disclosure of facts known or opinions held 
by experts who 'have been retained or specifically employed by him in anticipation of 
litigation or in preparation for trial and who are not expected to be called as witnesses at 
trial in accordance with I.R.C.P. 26(b)(4)(8). Defendant objects to this interrogatory to 
the extent it seeks the disclosure of individuals merely contacted or consulted by him 
and who will not be retained as expert witnesses, and to the extent it seeks the 
disclosure of information protected by the attorney/client and/or work product privileges 
as well as information prepared in anticipation of litigation. 
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Without waiving said objections, please see the medical records of the decedent 
Maria Aguilar, the deposition testimony of Dr. Coonrod, as well as Defendants Nathan 
Coonrod, M.D.'S and Primary Health Care Center's Supplemental Disclosure of Expert 
Witnesses dated October 15, 2008. 
Defendant reserves the right to supplement this response. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 19: In your Answer on file herein, under the paragraph 
entitled "Sixth Affirmative Defense," you state: Plaintiffs are barred from maintaining 
this action against the answering Defendants because the Plaintiffs' injuries and 
damages, if any, were proximately caused, in whole or in part, by the superseding, 
intervening acts and/or omissions of the decedent, and/or other defendants and/or 
persons not parties to this action." Please set forth with particularity the factual basis for 
this allegation and set forth in full and complete detail each and every witness, fact, 
document and/or occurrence which you contend supports such allegation. 
SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague, burdensome, harassing, ambiguous and, therefore, 
potentially misleading. Defendant further objects to this interrogatory on the basis of 
and to the extent it seeks the identity of and disclosure of facts known or opinions held 
by experts who have been retained or specifically employed by him in anticipation of 
litigation or in preparation for trial and who are not expected to be called as witnesses at 
trial in accordance with I.R.C.P. 26(b)(4)(8). Defendant objects to this interrogatory to 
the extent it seeks the disclosure of individuals merely contacted or consulted by him 
and who will not be retained as expert witnesses, and to the extent it seeks the 
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disclosure of information protected by the attorney/client and/or work product privileges 
as well as information prepared in anticipation of litigation. 
Without waiving said objections, please see the medical records of the decedent 
Maria Aguilar, the deposition testimony of Dr. Coonrod, as well as Defendants Nathan 
Coonrod, M.D.'S and Primary Health Care Center's Supplemental Disclosure of Expert 
Witnesses dated October 15, 2008. Additionally, please see Plaintiffs' Expert Witness 
Disclosures (original disclosure and all supplements thereto) and Plaintiffs' Rebuttal 
Expert Witness Disclosures, as well as the expert witness disclosures of Dr. Chai, Dr. 
Newman and Dr. Long (originals and all supplements thereto) which are incorporated by 
reference as if fully set forth herein. Please also see the deposition testimony of Dr. 
Blaylock, Dr. Lapine!, Dr. LeBaron, Dr. Lubman and Dr. Brown. 
Defendant reserves the right to supplement this response. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 20: In your Answer on file herein, under the paragraph 
entitled "Seventh Affirmative Defense," you state: "The decedent's injuries, if any, were 
the result of a pre-existing condition or disease." Please set forth with particularity the 
factual basis for this allegation and set forth in full and complete detail each and every 
witness, fact, document and/or occurrence which you contend supports such allegation. 
Furthermore, please identify the "pre-existing condition or disease." 
SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague, burdensome, harassing, ambiguous and, therefore, 
potentially misleading. Defendant further objects to this interrogatory on the basis of 
and to the extent it seeks the identity of and disclosure of facts known or opinions held 
by experts who have been retained or specifically employed by him in anticipation of 
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litigation or in preparation for trial and who are not expected to be called as witnesses at 
trial in accordance with I.R.C.P. 26(b)(4)(B). Defendant objects to this interrogatory to 
the extent it seeks the disclosure of individuals merely contacted or consulted by him 
and who will not be retained as expert witnesses, and to the extent it seeks the 
disclosure of information protected by the attorney/client and/or work product privileges 
as well as information prepared in anticipation of litigation. 
Without waiving said objections, please see the medical records of the decedent 
Maria Aguilar, the deposition testimony of Dr. Coonrod, as well as Defendants Nathan 
Coonrod, M.D.'S and Primary Healt~ Care Center's Supplemental Disclosure of Expert 
Witnesses dated October 15, 2008. Additionally, please see Plaintiffs' Expert Witness 
Disclosures (original disclosure and all supplements thereto) and Plaintiffs' Rebuttal 
Expert Witness Disclosures, as well as the expert witness disclosures of Dr. Chai, Dr. 
Newman and Dr. Long (originals and all supplements thereto) which are incorporated by 
reference as if fully set forth herein. Please also see the deposition testimony of Dr. 
Blaylock, Dr. Lapine!, Dr. LeBaron, Dr. Lubman and Dr. Brown. 
Defendant reserves the right to supplement this response. 
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 4 (sic): Produce copies of every document, 
writing, photograph or other physical evidence which you intend to offer as an exhibit in 
the trial and/or referred to, identified, or utilized in responding to Interrogatory No. 6. 
SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Defendant objects to this request to the extent it 
seeks the disclosure of impeachment exhibits and/or evidence. 
Without waiving said objection, defendant states it is believed plaintiffs are in 
possession of all of Maria Aguilar's medical records, and as such they are not 
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reproduced herewith. Additionally, illustrative exhibits to be relied upon have not yet 
been made, but will be provided to plaintiffs' counsel prior to trial. 
Defendant reserves the right to supplement this response. 
REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 5 (sic): Produce copies of any and all 
documents referred to, identified, or utilized in responding to Interrogatory No. 5. 
SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Please see supplemental answer to 
Interrogatory No. 5. v--
DATED this ~day of March, 2009. 
TOLMAN & BRIZEE, P.C . 
......... 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
,,,.--:-7/'/ 
I hereby certify that on this __fz_ day of March, 2009, I caused a true and correct 
copy of the foregoing DEFENDANT NATHAN COONROD, M.D.'S SUPPLEMENTAL 
ANSWERS AND RESPONSES TO PLAINTIFFS' FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES 
AND REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS to be served by the method 
indicated below, to the following: 
Andrew C. Brassey 
BRASSEY, WETHERELL, CRAWFORD & 
McCURDY 
203 W. Main St. 
P.O. Box 1009 
Boise, ID 83702 
Byron V. Foster 
Attorney at Law 
199 N. Capitol Blvd., Suite 500 
P.O. Box 1584 
Boise, ID 83701-1584 
David E. Comstock 
Law Offices of Comstock & Bush 
199 N. Capitol Blvd., Suite 500 
P.O. Box 2774 
Boise, ID 83701 
Gary T. Dance 
Moffatt Thomas Barrett Rock & Fields 
412 W. Center, Suite 2000 
P.O. Box 817 
Pocatello, ID 83204-0817 
James B. Lynch 
Lynch & Associates PLLC 
1412 W Idaho, Suite 200 
P.O. Box739 
Boise, ID 83701-0739 
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Joseph D. McCollum, Jr., lSB No. 1299 
Andrea Julian, ISB No. 7175 
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNJS & HAWLEY LLP 
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 · 
P.O. Box 1617 
Boise, ID 83701-1617 
Telephone: (208) 344-6000 
Facsimile: (208) 342-3829 
Email: jdm@hteh.coni 
ajuI@hteh.com 
Attorneys for Defendants Nathan Coonrod, M.D. 
and Primary Health Care Center· 
\, .. •, 
( F-~·, .- ·,: ·_ · -:i \ If 
' '. :(' .. r:...-!• ~, 
\\ /} ' ', Ii ' i,t• ----=-- -,::.:!' CJ l!:l 
IN TIIB DISTRlCT COURT OF TIIB TIIlRD JUDICIAL DISTRJCT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR TIIB COUNTY OF CANYON 
JOSE AGUILAR, mdividimlly, as the ) 
Personal Representative of the Estate of ) 
Maria A. Aguilar, deceased, and as the ) Case No. cy 05 5781 
natural father and guardian of  ) 
AGUILAR,  AG~ minors, ) 
GUADALUPE MARIA AGUTIA.R and ) 
JOSE AGUILAR, JR., heirs of Maria A. ) 
DEFENDANT NATHAN COONROD; 
M.D.'S ANSWERS TO PLAINTIFFS' 
SBCONDSETOFINTERROGATOR(?S 
Aguilar, deceased, ) 
Plaintiffs, 
vs. 
ANDREW CHAl, M.D., STEVEN R. 
NEWMAN, M.D., NATHAN COONROD, 
M.D., MITCHELL LONG, D.O., and 
PRIMARY HEALTH GARE CENTER, an 
Idaho COJ:J)Oration, JOHN and JANE DOES I 

















DEFENDANT NAT.HAN COONROD, M.D.'S ANSWERS TO PLAINTIFFS' 
SECOND SET OF )NTERROGATORIES - 1 
4015 
· 5~11~3~ 
', ' .-~·, ""' ' . ,.,·,:Q;i\ ~ I 
05211.003~110770D.1 " , 
{· 
J' 
TO: PLAINTIFFS AND THEIR COUNSEL OF RECORD 
COMES NOW Nathan Coonrod, M.D., one of the Defendants in the above-entitled 
I 
action, by and through his counsel of record, Hawley Troxell Ennis & Hawley LLP, and, in 
accordance with the requirements of Rule 33 of the Idaho Rules ofCiv:iI Procedure, hereby files 
his response to Plaintiffs' Second Set of Interrogatories to Defendant Nathan Coonrod, M.D. 
INTERROGATORIES 
INTERROGATORY NO. 21: In your Answer on file herein, under the paragraph 
entitled "Third Affirmative Defense," you state: ''Plaintiffs are barred from maintaining this 
action because Plaintiffs' injuries or damage, if any, were proximately caused by the acts or 
omissions of parties, persons, or entities other than the answering Defendants ... » Please state 
with particularity the principal or material facts upon which you base this allegation and set forth . 
each and every principal and material witness, fact, document and/ or occurrence which you 
contend supports such allegation. 
ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 21: Dr. Coonrod objects to this Interrogatory to 
the extent it seeks information protected from disclosure by the attorney-client privilege and/or . . 
work-product doctri:µe. Dr. Coonrod further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 
vague, overly broad and unduly burdensome. Without waiving these objections, the factual basis 
supporting Dr. Coonrod's affirmative defense, to the extent such facts' exist, can be found in the 
records previo1,1sly produced by Plaintiff, Co~Defendants, and Dr. Coonrod (collectively referred 
to as "decedent's medical file.") Dr. Coonrod has no speciiic opinion regarding the negligence 
of other persons and lacks expertise in the professional fields of other persons sufficient to 
provide the foundational basis for such an opinion. Dr. Coonrod raises such affirmative defense 
for the puxpose of preserving the same. In so far as discovery in this matter is ongoing, all facts 
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. which may support Dr. Coonrod's affirmative defense may.not b_e known until further discovery 
is completed and/or the time of trial. Dr. Coonrod reserves ~e right to supplement his answer to 
this Interrogatory as discovery in this matter continues. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 22: In your Answer on file herein, under the paragraph 
entitled "Sixth ,Affirmative Defense," you state: ''Plaintiffs are barred from maintaining this 
action again.st the.!;Ul~Wer Defendants because the Plaintiffs' injuries and damages, if any, were 
proximately caused, in whole or in part, by the superseding~ intervening acts and/or omissions of 
the decedent, and/or other defendants and/or persons not parties to this action." Please state with 
particularity the principal or material facts upon which you base this allegation and set forth each 
and every principal and material witness, fact, document and/or occurrence which you contend 
supports such allegation. 
ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 22: Dr. Coonrod objects to this Interrogatory to 
the extent it seeks information protected from disclosure by the attorney-client privilege atid/or 
work-product doctrine. Dr. Coonrod further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is 
vagµe, overly broad and unduly burdeIJ.some. Without waiving these objections, please see 
Dr. Coonrod's Answer to Interrogatozy No. 21. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 23: Do you contend that any health care provider involved in 
the medical cary and treatment of Plaintiffs' decedent, Maria Abigail Aguilar from April 1, 2003, 
through June 4, 2003 violated the applicable standard ofhealth care practice? 
.ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 23: Dr. Coonrod objects to this Interrogatozy to 
the e~ent it seeks information protected from disclosure by the attorney-client privilege and/or 
work-product doctrine. Dr. Coonrod further objects to this Interrogatozy on the grounds that it is 
vague and ambiguous. Without waiving these objections, Dr. Coomod contends o;nly that 
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neither Dr. Coomod nor Primary Health violated the applicable standard of health care practice · 
in regard to the medical care and treatment of the decedent at any time or in any manner. 
Dr. Coomod lacks ~xpertise in the professional fields of other health care providers sufficient to 
provide an opinion on the adequacy of care proviqed by other health care providers and has not 
yet retained experts to provide such an opinion. In so far as discovery in this matter is ongoing, 
all facts which support a foundation for an opinion regarding the health care provided to the 
decedent may not be known until further discovery is completed an,d/or the time of trial. 
Dr. Coomod reserves the right to supplement his answer to this Interrogatory as discovery in this 
matter continues. 
1NTERROGATORYNO. 24: With regard to the previous Interrogatory, if you so 
contend, identify the health care provider and set forth all principal and material facts known to 
you at this time which support such a contention. 
ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 24: Please see Dr. Coonrod' s Answer to 
Interrogatory No. 23. fJ.. 
DATED THIS _Jjt day of January, 2008. 
Y TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP 
By+--"-'--,--~...;;_----,--,,fff----,-,---
oseph D. Mc Uum, Jr., IS No. 1299 
Attorneys for Defendants Nathan Coonrod, 
M.D. and Primary Health Care Ce.Q.ter 
DEFENDANT NATHAN COONROD, M.D.'S ANSWERS TO PLAIN"TIFFS' 




Nathan Coonrod, M.D., being first duly sworn upon oath, deposes and says:· 
That he is one· of the Defendants in the above.:.entitled action~ that he has read the within 
and foregoing Defendant Nathan Coonrod, M;D. 's Answers to Plaintiffs' Second Set of 
Interrogatories, and that the statements therein contained are. true. 
STATE OF INDIANA ) 
) ss. 
County of Vigo . ) · 
/_ ft, " /I C. /,L 
I,·. • pl~•· If: ~ 'T:T ·; a Notary Public, do hereby certify that on this c/t .fr day of January; 2008, personally appeared before me Nathan Coonrod, M.D.; who, being 
by me frrst. duly sworn, declared that he is one of the Defendants in the foi;egoing action, that he. 
signed the foregoing document1 and that the· statements therein contained are true. 
· IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed my official seal the 
day and yea:r in this certificate first above written. ' · · 
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Nathan Coonrod, M.D., being first duly sworn upon oath, deposes and says: 
_That he is one of the Defendants in the above-entitled action, that he has read the within 
and forego:i:Q.g Defendant Nathan Coonrod, M.D. 's Answers to Plaintiffs' Second Set of 
Interrogatories; and that the statements therein contained are true. 
'', 
... ' 
STAIB OF INDIANA ) 
) ss. 
County of Vigo ) 
I'-!, ~~ J. $t!B-/r , a Nota,;y Public, do hereby certify that on this 
ct?/5:'J day of January, 2'oo8; personally appeared before me Nathan Coonrod, M.D., who, being 
by me first duly sworn, declared that he is one of the Defendants in the foregoing action, that he 
signed the foregoing document, and that the statements therein contained are true. 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed my official seal the 
day ~d year in this certificate first above written. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE . 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this/;)tday of January, 2008, I caused to be served a true 
copy of the foregoing DEFENDANT NAffiN COONROD, M.D. 'S ANSWERS TO 
PLAINTIFFS' SECOND SET OF INTERROGATORIES by the method indicated below, and 
addressed to each of the following: 
Dc:1.vid E. Comstock 
LAW OFFICES OF COMSTOCK & BUSH 
199 N. Capitol Boulevard, Suite 500 
P.O. Box 2774 
Boise, ID 83701-2774 
[Attorneys for Plaintiffs] 
Byron V. Foster • 
Attorney at Law 
199 N. Capitol Boulevard, Suite 500 
P.O. Box 1584 
Boise, ID 83701-1584 
[ Attorney for Plaintiffs] 
Andrew C. Brassey . 
BRASSEY, WETHERELL, CRAWFORD 
& McCURDY LLP 
203. W. Main Street 
Boise, ID 83702 
Gary T. Dance 
MOFFATT THOMAS BARRETT ROCK 
& FIELDS CHARTERED 
412 W. Center, Suite 2000 
P.O. Box 817 
Pocatello, ID 83204-:-0817 
James B. Lynch 
LYNCH & ASSOCIATES PLLC 
1412 W. Idaho Street, Suite 200 
P.O. Box 739 
Boise, ID. 83701-0739 
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== Overnight Mail 
E-mail 
==Telecopy 
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Hand Delivered == Overnight Mail 
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==Telecopy 
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Hand Delivered 
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Steven K. Tolman (ISB #1769) 
TOLMAN & BRIZEE, P.C. 
132 3rd Avenue East 
P.O. Box 1276 
Twin Falls, Idaho 83303-1276 
Telephone: (208) 733-5566 
Attorney for Defendants Nathan Coonrod, MD and Primary Health Care Center 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF CANYON 
JOSE AGUILAR, individually, as the 
Personal Representative of the Estate of 
Maria A. Aguilar, deceased, and as the Case No. CV 05-5781 
natural father and guardian of 
GUADALUPE MARIA AGUILAR, 
 AGUILAR, and  
AGUILAR, minors, and JOSE AGUILAR, 
JR., heirs of Maria A. Aguilar, deceased, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
ANDREW CHAI, M.D., STEVEN R. 
NEWMAN, M.D., NATHAN COONROD, 
M.D., MITCHELL LONG, D.O., and 
PRIMARY HEAL TH CARE CENTER, an 
Idaho corporation, JOHN and JANE 
DOES I through X, employees of one or 
more of the Defendants 
Defendant. 
DEFENDANT NATHAN COONROD, 
MD'S SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWERS TO 
PLAINTIFFS' SECOND SET OF 
INTERROGATORIES 
COMES NOW the defendant, Nathan Coonrod, MD, by and through his counsel 
of record, Steven K. Tolman of Tolman & Brizee, P.C., and hereby supplements his 
DEFENDANT NATHAN COONROD, MD'S SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWERS TO PLAINTIFFS' SECOND 
SET OF INTERROGATORIES, PAGE 1 
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answers and responses to plaintiffs' first set of interrogatories and requests for 
production of documents dated the 10th day of January, 2008, as follows: 
INTERROGATORY NO. 21: In your Answer on file herein, under the paragraph 
entitled "Third Affirmative Defense," you state: "Plaintiffs are barred from maintaining 
this action because Plaintiffs' injuries or damage, if any, were proximately caused by the 
acts or omissions of parties, persons, or entities other than the answering 
Defendants ... " Please state with particularity the principal or material facts upon which 
you base this allegation and set forth each and every principal and material witness, 
fact, document and/or occurrence which you contend supports such allegation. 
SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague, burdensome, harassing, ambiguous and, therefore, 
potentially misleading. Defendant further objects to this interrogatory on the basis of 
and to the extent it seeks the identity of and disclosure of facts known or opinions held 
by experts who have been retained or specifically employed by him. in anticipation of 
litigation or in preparation for trial and who are not expected to be called as witnesses at 
trial in accordance with I.R.C.P. 26(b)(4)(B). Defendant objects to this interrogatory to 
the extent it seeks the disclosure of individuals merely contacted or consulted by him 
and who will not be retained as expert witnesses, and to the extent it seeks the 
disclosure of information protected by the attorney/client and/or work product privileges 
as well as information prepared in anticipation of litigation. 
Without waiving said objections, please see the medical records of the decedent 
Maria Aguilar, the deposition testimony of Dr. Coonrod, as well as Defendants Nathan 
Coonrod, M.D.'S and Primary Health Care Center's Supplemental Disclosure of Expert 
DEFENDANT NATHAN COONROD, MD'S SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWERS TO PLAINTIFFS' SECOND 
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Witnesses dated October 15, 2008. Additionally, please see Plaintiffs' Expert Witness 
Disclosures (original disclosure and all supplements thereto) and Plaintiffs' Rebuttal 
Expert Witness Disclosures, as well as the expert witness disclosures of Dr. Chai, Dr. 
Newman and Dr. Long (originals and all supplements thereto) which are incorporated by 
reference as if fully set forth herein. Please also see the deposition testimony of Dr. 
Blaylock, Dr. Lapinel, Dr. LeBaron, Dr. Lubman and Dr. Brown. 
Defendant reserves the right to supplement this response. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 22: In your Answer on file herein, under the paragraph 
entitled "Sixth Affirmative Defense," you state: "Plaintiffs are barred from maintaining 
this action against the answering Defendants because the Plaintiffs' injuries and 
damages, if any, were proximately caused, in whole or in part, by the superseding, 
intervening acts and/or omissions of the decedent, and/or other defendants and/or 
persons not parties to this action." Please state with particularity the principal or 
material facts upon which you base this allegation and set forth each and every principal 
and material witness, fact, document and/or occurrence which you contend supports 
such allegation. 
SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: Defendant objects to this interrogatory on the 
grounds it is overly broad, vague, burdensome, harassing, ambiguous and, therefore, 
potentially misleading. Defendant further objects to this interrogatory on the basis of 
and to the extent it seeks the identity of and disclosure of facts known or opinions held 
by experts who have been retained or specifically employed by him in anticipation of 
litigation or in preparation for trial and who are not expected to be called as witnesses at 
trial in accordance with I.R.C.P. 26(b)(4)(8). Defendant objects to this interrogatory to 
DEFENDANT NATHAN COONROD, MD'S SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWERS TO PLAINTIFFS' SECOND 
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the extent it seeks the disclosure of individuals merely contacted or consulted by him 
and who will not be retained as expert witnesses, and to the extent it seeks the 
disclosure of information protected by the attorney/client and/or work product privileges 
· as well as information prepared in anticipation of litigation. 
Without waiving said objections, please see the medical records of the decedent 
Maria Aguilar, the deposition testimony of Dr. Coonrod, as well as Defendants Nathan 
Coonrod, M.D.'S and Primary Health Care Center's Supplemental Disclosure of Expert 
Witnesses dated October 15, 2008. Additionally, please see Plaintiffs' Expert Witness 
Disclosures (original disclosure and all supplements thereto) and Plaintiffs' Rebuttal 
Expert Witness Disclosures, as well as the expert witness disclosures of Dr. Chai, Dr. 
Newman and Dr. Long (originals and all supplements thereto) which are incorporated by 
reference as if fully set forth herein. Please also see the deposition testimony of Dr. 
Blaylock, Dr. Lapine!, Dr. LeBaron, Dr. Lubman and Dr. Brown. 
Defendant reserves the right to supplement this response. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 23: Do you contend that any health care provider 
involved in the medfcal care and treatment of Plaintiffs' decedent, Maria Abigail Aguilar 
from April 1, 2003, through June 4, 2003 violated the applicable standard of health care 
practice? 
SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: Defendant objects to this interrogatory Defendant 
objects to this interrogatory on the grounds it is overly broad, vague, burdensome, 
harassing, ambiguous and, therefore, potentially misleading. Defendant further objects 
to this interrogatory on the basis of and to the extent it seeks the identity of and 
disclosure of facts known or opinions held by experts who have been retained or 
DEFENDANT NATHAN COONROD, MD'S SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWERS TO PLAINTIFFS' SECOND 
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specifically employed by him in anticipation of litigation or in preparation for trial and 
who are not expected to be called as witnesses at trial in accordance with I.R.C.P. 
26(b)(4)(8). Defendant objects to this interrogatory to the extent it seeks the disclosure 
of individuals merely contacted or consulted by him and who will not be retained as 
expert witnesses, and to the extent it seeks the disclosure of information protected by 
the attorney/client and/or work product privileges as well as information prepared in 
anticipation of litigation. 
Without waiving said objections, please see Plaintiffs' Expert Witness 
Disclosures (original disclosure and all supplements thereto) and Plaintiffs' Rebuttal 
Expert Witness Disclosures, as well as the deposition testimony of Dr. Blaylock, Dr. 
Lapine!, Dr. LeBaron, Dr. Lubman and Dr. Brown. To the extent any other 
defendant in this action is dismissed prior to trial, this defendant reserves the right to 
call or cross-examine plaintiffs' expert witnesses at trial. 
INTERROGATORY NO. 24: With regard to the previous Interrogatory, if you so 
contend, identify the health care provider and set forth all principal and material facts 
known to you at this time which support such a contention. 
SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER: Please see supplemental answer to Interrogatory 
No. 23 above. f--· 
DATED this /1-- day of March, 2009. 
TOLMAN & BRIZEE, P.C. 
" 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify that on this ~;; of March, 2009, I caused a true and correct 
copy of the foregoing DEFENDANT NATHAN COONROD, MD'S SUPPLEMENTAL 
ANSWERS TO PLAINTIFFS' SECOND SET OF INTERROGATORIES to be served by 
the method indicated below, to the following: 
Andrew C. Brassey 
BRASSEY, WETHERELL, CRAWFORD & McCURDY 
203 W. Main St. 
P.O. Box 1009 
Boise, ID 83702 
Byron V. Foster 
Attorney at Law 
199 N. Capitol Blvd., Suite 500 
P.O. Box 1584 
Boise, ID 83701-1584 
David E. Comstock 
Law Offices of Comstock & Bush 
199 N. Capitol Blvd., Suite 500 
P.O. Box 2774 
Boise, ID 83701 
Gary T. Dance 
Moffatt Thomas Barrett Rock & Fields 
412 W. Center, Suite 2000 
P.O. Box817 
Pocatello, ID 83204-0817 
James B. Lynch 
Lynch & Associates PLLC 
1412 W Idaho, Suite 200 
P.O. Box 739 
Boise, ID 83701-0739 
~ First Class Mail 
CJ / Hand Delivered 
U:r · Facsimile 
D Overnight Mail 
Qr' First Class Mail 
D _/Hand Delivered 
Q/ Facsimile 
D Overnight Mail 
~· First Class Mail 
g /-Hand Delivered 
LY Facsimile 
D Overnight Mail 
~ First Class Mail 
g /Hand Delivered 
LJ?"' Facsimile 
D Overnight Mail 
cg// First Class Mail 
D ./Rand Delivered 
I}(' Facsimile 
D Overnight Mail 
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David E. Comstock 
LAW OFFICES OF COMSTOCK & BUSH 
199 N. Capitol Blvd., Ste 500 
P.O. Box 2774 
Boise, Idaho 83701-2774 
Telephone: (208) 344-7700 
Facsimile: (208) 344-7721 
ISB #: 2455 
Byron V. Foster 
Attorney At Law 
199 N. Capitol Blvd., Ste 500 
P.O. Box 1584 
Boise, Idaho 83701 
Telephone: (208) 336-4440 
Facsimile: (208) 344-7721 
ISB#: 2760 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
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CANYON COUNTY CLERK 
T. CRAWFORD, DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO FOR THE COUNTY OF CANYON COUNTY 
JOSE AGUILAR, individually, as the Personal 
Representative of the Estate of Maria A Aguilar, 
deceased, and as the natural father and guardian of 
GUADALUPE MARIA AGUILAR,  
AGUILAR, and  AGUILAR, minors, and 
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D.O., and PRIMARY HEAL TH CARE CENTER, an ) 
Idaho corporation, JOHN and JANE DOES l through ) 
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COSTS 
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This matter having come before the Court on Plaintiffs Verified Memorandum of 
Costs and Defendants Objections thereto; the parties having appeared through their 
attorneys David E. Comstock and Byron V. Foster for Plaintiffs and Steven K. Tolman and 
Steven J. Hippler for Defendants Nathan Coonrod, M.D. and Primary Health Care Center; 
and the matter having been heard and argued on September 2, 2009 and the Court having 
been advised in the premises; 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED AND THIS DOES ORDER THAT: 
COSTS AS A MATTER OF RIGHT 
Regarding costs as a matter of right under I.R.C.P. Rule 54(d)(1)(C); the Court 
orders that all claimed costs as a matter of right be awarded to Plaintiffs as the prevailing 
party with the exception of $100.00 of the total for preparation of trial exhibits. The Court 
having found that a portion of those exhibits, totaling $100.00 were not admitted at trial. 
Thus, the total costs as a matter of right awarded to Plaintiffs is $19,705.17. 
DISCRETIONARY COSTS 
In making its ruling on discretionary costs, this Court understands that it is within the 
discretion of the Court to award or not award certain claimed discretionary costs. In making 
its ruling regarding this issue, the Court finds that Plaintiffs' Verified Memorandum of Costs 
is sufficient from which to make a determination of the issue. 
In ruling on Plaintiffs' claimed discretionary costs, this Court is aware of the 
requirement that it find, in order to award discretionary costs, that the claimed costs were 
necessary and exceptional costs reasonably incurred and the interests of justice require 
their award. In making this determination, the Court has reviewed the discretionary costs 
claimed and has considered the nature and complexity of the case. 
This is a medical malpractice case which was tried to a jury and while this Court 
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does not ordinarily award such costs in a civil case, the nature of medical malpractice 
litigation requires, by statutory mandate, that Plaintiffs come forward with properly qualified 
expert testimony in order to carry their burden of proof. Plaintiffs have done so in this case. 
This requirement of expert testimony, while not unique to medical malpractice litigation 
specifically, is unique to civil litigation generally. The Court finds that the costs associated 
with retaining and bringing experts to trial that exceed the amount awardable as a matter of 
right are necessary and exceptional because medical experts are essentially statutorily 
required and in a medical malpractice case with complex medical issues and cannot usually 
be retained for the amount awardable as of right. 
In making an award of such costs, the Court exercises its discretion and utilizes the 
direction given by not only the appellate courts of the State of Idaho, but also certain 
decisions of the District Courts of this state. In so doing, the Court realizes that the 
exercise of discretion is not boundless but rather is bounded and tempered by reason. 
Based upon the above and a review of Plaintiffs' Verified Memorandum of costs, this 
Court finds that certain of Plaintiffs' discretionary costs are necessary, exceptional and 
were reasonably incurred and in the interests of justice should be awarded as follows: 
1. Expert witness fees in addition to amount awarded as a matter of right: 
This Court finds that discretionary costs for each expert were necessary and 
exceptional, were reasonably incurred and should, in the interests of justice be awarded to 
Plaintiffs with the exception of those costs associated with Kenneth Bramwell, M.D. and 
William Blahd, Jr., M.D. Thus, those costs, totaling $750.00 will not be awarded. All other 
claimed discretionary costs for experts will be awarded and that total is $89, 186.13. 
2. In addition, the Court finds that the cost of out-of-town travel for attendance at 
depositions in the amount of $2,107.99 and the costs for experts Blaylock and LeBaron for 
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lodging and meals while attending trial in the amount of $1,124.73 are necessary and 
exceptional costs reasonably incurred and should in the interests of justice be awarded to 
Plaintiffs. 
3. The Court finds that the claimed discretionary costs for preparation of 
exhibits, producing and copying medical records, and miscellaneous office expenses, are 
not , in a case of this type, exceptional costs which in the interests of justice should be 
awarded and so will not be awarded here. The total of those disaHowed costs is $9,599.35. 
Thus, the total discretionary costs to be awarded to Plaintiffs is $92,418.85. The total 
costs awarded is therefore $112,124.02. This amount will be added to Plaintiffs' judgment 
pursuant to IRCP 54(d)(1 )(F). (:J,--
DATED THIS -/1. day of_'---,~'----
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify that on the 2 day of ~ , 2009, I served a true and 
correct copy of the above and foregoing instrument, by method indicated below, upon: 
Steven K. Tolman ·:EJ 
Tolman & Brizee, PC D 
132 3rd Ave. E D 
P.O. Box 1276 
Twin Falls, ID 83303 
Attorneys for Defendants Nathan 
Coonrod, M.D. and Primary Health Care 
Center 
Steven J. Hippler '8]' 
Givens Pursley, LLP D 
601 W. Bannock St. D 
P.O. Box 2720 
Boise, ID 83701 
Attorneys for Defendants Nathan 
Coonrod, M.D. and Primary Health Care 
Center 
Gary T. Dance ~ 
Moffatt Thomas Barrett Rock & D 
Fields Chartered D 
412 W. Center, Suite 2000 
PO Box 817 
Pocatello ID 83204-0817 
Attorneys for Defendant Steven R. 
Newman, M.D. 
David E. Comstock 
Byron V. Foster 
199 N. Capitol Blvd, Ste 500 
P.O. Box 2774 
Boise, ID 83701-277 4 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
U.S. Mail 
Hand Delivery 
Facsimile (208) 733-5444 
U.S. Mail 
Hand Delivery 
Facsimile (208) 388-1300 
U.S. Mail 
Hand Delivery 
Facsimile (208) 232-0150 
U.S. Mail 
Hand Delivery 
Facsimile (208) 344-7721 
Clerk ~Y 
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David E. Comstock 
LAW OFFICES OF COMSTO~K & BUSH 
199 N. Capitol Blvd., Ste 500' 
P.O. Box 2774 
Boise, Idaho 83701-2774 
Telephone: (208) 344-7700 
Facsimile: (208) 344-7721 
ISB#: 2455 
Byron V. Foster 
Attorney At Law 
199 N. Capitol Blvd., Ste 500 
P.O. Box 1584 , 
Boise, Idaho 83701 
Telephone: (208) 336-4440 
Facsimile: (208) 344w7721 
ISB #: 2760 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
f\LE~.M. ~.M.----
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CANYON COUNTY CLERK 
T. CHA'NfORD, DEPUiY 
IN THE DISTRICT q:OURT OF THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO FOR THE COUNTY OF CANYON COUNTY 
JOSE AGUILAR, individually, asithe Personal 
Representative of the Estate of N1aria A Aguilar, 
deceased, and as the natural father and guardian of 
GUADALUPE MARIA AGUILARJ  
AGUlLAR, and  AGUILf\R, minors, and 
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This action came on ~egularly for trial on the 2?1h day of April, 2009, said parties 
appearing by their attorneys, !David E. Comstock and Byron V. Foster appearing for the 
Plaintiffs Jose Aguilar, Sr., Jo~e Aguilar, Jr., Guadalupe Maria Aguilar,  Aguilar 
and  Aguilar, Steven Tflman appearing for the Defendants Nathan Coonrod, M.D. 
I 
and Primary Health Care Cen1er, and Gary Dance appearing for the Defendant Steven R. 
; 
Newman, M.D., a jury of twel~e persons was regularly impaneled and sworn to try said 
cause; witnesses on the part ~f the Plaintiffs and Defendants were sworn and examined; 
' I 
after hearing the evidence, tHe arguments of counsel and instructions of the court, the 
I 
I 
issues having been submitted:to the jury by way of a special verdict containing questions 
' 
therein, said questions having ~een answered, and the special verdict being returned by the 
jury on May 13, 2009, the coJrt having entered judgment of $4,200,000.00, plus interest 
accruing at 7 .625% per annum on May 20, 2009, and the court having ruled on Defendants 
Nathan Coonrod, M.D. and P~imary Health Care Center's Motion for New Trial, or in the 
Alternative Motion to Amend J4dgment for a Remittitur of Damages and Defendants Nathan 
I 
Coonrod, M.D. and Primary ~ealth Care Center's Objection to the Judgment Upon the 
Verdict and Motion to Alter or/Amend the Judgment to Apply the Statutory Cap on Non-
Economic Damages to all Plair,tiffs Collectively, the plaintiffs are awarded the following: 
1. Economic dama~es, as defined in the Instructions, for Jose Aguilar,  
Aguilar and Lor~a Aguilar: $700,000.00 
I 
2. Non-economic d~mages, as defined in the Instructions, for Plaintiffs: 
Jose Aguilar, Sr.!: 
Jose Aguilar, Jr.: 
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 Aguilar: : $682,200.65 
WHEREFORE, By virtO.e of the law and by reason of the premises aforesaid, it is 
I 
I 
ORDERED, ADJUDGED, ANq DECREED that Plaintiffs Jose Aguilar, Sr., Jose Aguilar, Jr., 
Guadalupe Maria Aguilar,  Aguilar and  Aguilar have and recover from 
Defendants Nathan Coonro~, M.D. and Primary Health Care Center the sum of 
$3,833,601.95, plus interest a~cruing from the date of judgment, May 20, 2009, at the rate 
of7.625% per annum pursuarytto Idaho Code§ 28-22-104. 
FURTHERMORE, T~e issue of costs having come before the Court upon 
submission of Plaintiffs' Verifi$d Memorandum of Costs on June 3, 2009 and Defendants 
Nathan Coonrod, M.D. and Primary Health Care Center's Motion to Disallow Costs filed on 
June 17, 2009; and the Court having heard oral argument thereon on September 2, 2009; 
by virtue of the law and by rea$on of the premises aforesaid, it is ORDERED, ADJUDGED, 
AND DECREED that Plaintiffs ~ose Aguilar, Sr., Jose Aguilar, Jr., Guadalupe Maria Aguilar, 
 Aguilar and  Jt.guilar have and recover from Defendants Nathan Coonrod, 
M.D. and Primary Health Care, Center costs as follows: 
1. 
2. 
Costs as a matt~r of Right 
under 54(d)(1 )(d): 
Discretionary co$ts allowed 
under Rule 54(d)(1 )(D): 
$19,705.17 
$92,418.85 
in the sum of$112, 124.02, plu* interest at the rate of7.625% pursuant to Idaho Code§ 28-
. ~ l!;.~ 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify that on! the ' 5 day of ~ , 2009, I served a true and 
correct copy of the above and1foregoing instrument, by method indicated below, upon: 
Steven K. Tolman H 
Tolman & Brizee, PC ' D 
132 3rd Ave. E D 
P.O. Box 1276 
Twin Falls, ID 83303 '. 
Attorneys for Defendant~ Nathan 
Coonrod, M.D. and Prim;ry Health Care 
Center 
' 
Steven J. Hippler ~ 
Givens Pursley, LLP D 
601 W. Bannock St. ' D 
P.O. Box 2720 
Boise, ID 83701 : 
Attorneys for Defendant~ Nathan 
Coonrod, M.D. and Primti(Y Health Care 
Center ; 
Gary T. Dance tE3 
Moffatt Thomas Barrett Rock & D 
Fields Chartered · D 
412 W. Center, Suite 2000 
PO Box 817 ! 
Pocatello ID 83204-08117 
Attorneys for Defendant ~teven R. 
Newman, M.D. i 
David E. Comstock : 
Byron V. Foster : 
199 N. Capitol Blvd, Sfe 500 
P.O. Box 2774 
Boise, ID 83701-2774: 
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Steven K. Tolman (ISB #1769) 
TOLMAN & BRIZEE, P.C. 
132 3rd Avenue East 
P.O. Box 1276 
Twin Falls, Idaho 83303-1276 
Telephone: (208) 733-5566 
Steven J. Hippler (ISB #4388) 
GIVENS PURSLEY LLP 
601 W. Bannock St. 
P.O. Box2720 
Boise, ID 83701 
Telephone: (208) 388-1200 
F I A.~ g§~ ~M. 
SEP 2 9 2009 
CANYON COUNTY CLERK 
T. CRAWFORD, DEPUTY 
Attorneys for Defendants Nathan Coonrod, MD and Primary Health Care Center 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF CANYON 
JOSE AGUILAR, individually, as the Case No. CV 05-5781 
Personal Representative of the Estate of 
Maria A. Aguilar, deceased, and as the NOTICE OF APPEAL 
natural father and guardian of 
GUADALUPE MARIA AGUILAR, 
 AGUILAR, and  
AGUILAR, minors, and JOSE 




NATHAN COONROD, and PRIMARY 
HEAL TH CARE CENTER, an Idaho 
corporation, JOHN and JANE DOES I 
through X, employees of one or more of 
the Defendants, 
Defendants. 
NOTICE OF APPEAL- PAGE 1 
4038 
' ' 
TO: PLAINTIFFS JOSE AGUILAR, GUADALUPE MARIA AGUILAR,  
AGUILAR, and  AGUILAR AND THEIR ATTORNEYS OF RECORD, 
AND THE CLERK OF THE ABOVE-ENTITLED COURT: 
NOTICE 15 HEREBY GIVEN THAT: 
1. Pursuant to Idaho Appellate Rule 17, the above named 
Defendants/Appellants NATHAN COONROD, M.D. ("Dr. Coonrod") and PRIMARY 
HEAL TH CARE CENTER ("Primary Health"), appeal to the Idaho Supreme Court from 
the final Amended Judgment entered in the above-entitled action on the 11th day of 
September, 2009 by the Honorable Gregory M. Culet, presiding, as well as the Court's 
Memorandum Decision denying post trial motions dated August 25, 2009. This Notice 
of Appeal, pursuant to Idaho Appellate Rule 17( e )( 1 ), shall be deemed to include and 
present on appeal all interlocutory judgments, orders and decrees entered prior to the 
foregoing named Amended Judgment; all judgments, orders and decrees entered prior 
to the judgment, order or decree appealed from for which the time for appeal has not 
expired and all interlocutory or final judgments, orders and decrees entered after the 
foregoing named Amended Judgment. 
2. Dr. Coonrod and Primary Health have the right to appeal to the Idaho 
Supreme Court and the judgments and orders described or incorporated herein 
pursuant to Idaho Appellate Rules 11 (a)(1 ), (5) and (6). 
3. PRELIMINARY STATEMENT OF ISSUES ON APPEAL: 
The following includes a non-exhaustive list of preliminarily identified issues on 
appeal, and Dr. Coonrod and Primary Health reserve the right to present additional 
issues on appeal: 
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A. Whether the District Court erred in precluding Dr. Coonrod and 
Primary Health from cross examining Dr. Paul Blaylock regarding 
other causes of death and opinions to which he had previously 
testified regarding other persons' negligence and comparative fault; 
B. Whether the District Court erred in precluding Dr. Coonrod and 
Primary Health from calling Dr. Paul Blaylock in their case-in-chief 
either by live testimony or by reading of his deposition transcript to 
opine regarding other causes of death and comparative negligence 
or fault of other persons; 
C. Whether the District Court erred in denying Dr. Coonrod and 
Primary Health's Motion for New Trial; 
D. Whether the District Court erred in denying a remittiter or a new trial 
as a result of the jury apparently awarding household services as 
economic damages; 
E. Whether the District Court erred in allowing the economic damages 
award to stand despite the lack of evidence of $700,000 in 
economic damages and whether the District Court erred in allowing 
post death household services to be allocated as economic, rather 
than non-economic, damages; 
F. Whether the District Court erred in applying multiple caps on non-
economic damages pursuant to Idaho Code § 6-1603 rather then a 
single cap in this wrongful death case and thus erred in not granting 
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Dr. Coonrod and Primary Health's Motion to Reduce the Verdict to 
use a single non-economic damages cap; 
G. Whether the final judgment violates due process under the 
Fourteenth Amendment of United States Constitution or Article I,§ 
13 of the Idaho Constitution; 
H. Whether the District Court erred in awarding costs to 
Plaintiffs/Respondents and against Dr. Coonrod and Primary Health 
by concluding as a matter of law that the costs were necessary, 
reasonable and exceptional, and whether the District Court had an 
adequate record on which to allocate such award of costs as 
against Dr. Coonrod and Primary Health. 
4. REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT. Dr. Coonrod and Primary Health request 
an entire standard transcript of the trial proceedings in compressed format in 
accordance with Rules 25(c) and 26(m), I.AR. In addition, Dr. Coonrod and Primary 
Health request transcripts of the following proceedings: 
A. Transcript of hearing on Plaintiffs' Motion for Leave to File 
Amended Complaint held on 11/20/2006; 
B. Transcript of telephonic hearing held 12/06/2006; 
C. Transcript of telephonic hearing on Motion to Vacate and Reset 
Trial held 2/21/2008; 
D. Transcript of status conference held 7/15/2008; 
E. Transcript of hearing on Plaintiffs' Motion to Strike and Motion for 
Protective Order held 3/26/2009; 
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F. Transcript of Pretrial hearing held on 3/30/2009; 
G. Transcript of hearing on various motions in limine and status 
conference held on 4/22/2009; 
H. Transcript of all proceedings held on 4/27/2009, including voir dire 
examination of the jury pool; 
I. Transcript all opening statements; 
J. Transcripts of all proceedings during trial that occurred outside the 
presence of the jury; 
K. Transcript of all closing arguments; 
L. Transcripts of all conferences on jury instructions and special 
verdict form, the objections of the parties to the instructions and 
special verdict form, and the District Court's ruling thereon; 
M. Transcripts of all hearings re: jury questions and answers; 
N. Transcript of hearing on post trial motions held on July 1 , 2009; 
0. Transcript of telephonic hearing re: Court's Rulings on Post Trial 
Motions held on 8/27/2009; 
P. Transcript of continued telephonic hearing re: Court's Rulings on 
Post Trial Motions held on 9/2/2009; and 
Q. Transcripts of all other hearings not specifically listed above held by 
the District Court in this matter. 
5. CLERK'S RECORD: Dr. Coonrod and Primary Health request that in 
addition to all documents automatically included in the record pursuant to Rule 28, 
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I.A.R., that the Court include the following additional documents in the record (identified 
below as they are in the Court's ROA): 
Document 
1 2/28/2006 Voluntary Notice of dismissal of defendant Catherin Atup-Leavitt M.D. 
Plaintiffs' Motion for Leave to Amend Complaint to More Specifically Set 
2 9/27/2006 Forth Allegations of Agency and Non-Delegable Duty Against West 
Valley, Mercy Medical Center, & Primary Health Care 
3 9/27/2006 Affidavit of Byron Foster in Support of Motion 
4 9/27/2006 Notice Of Hearing 10-26-06 9:00 
5 9/29/2006 Notice of Service Re: Discovery 
6 10/6/2006 Amended Notice Of Hearing 11-20-06 9:00 
7 10/30/2006 Notice Of Service 
8 11/13/2006 
Mercy Medical Centers Response to Plaintiffs' Motion for Leave to 
Amend Complaint 
9 11/13/2006 
West Valley Medical Center's Opposition to Plaintiffs' Motion for Leave to 
File .Amended Complaint (fax) 
10 11/13/2006 Affidavit of Portia Jenkins in Opposition to Plaintiffs' Motion for Leave to 
File Amended Complaint (fax) 
11 11/13/2006 
Affidavit of Kathy D Moore in Opposition to Plaintiffs' Motion for leave to 
file amended Complaint (fax) 
12 11/20/2006 
Plaintiffs' Reply Memorandum in Support of Motion for Leave to Amend 
Complaint 
13 11/20/2006 
Affidavit of Byron Foster in Support of Plaintiffs' Reply Memorandum in 
Support of Motion for Leave to Amend Complaint 
14 11/24/2006 Notice of Vacating deposition of  Aguilar 
15 11/24/2006 Notice of Telephonic Hearing 12-6-06 9:00 
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16 11/30/2006 Notice Of Service (fax) 
17 12/6/2006 Notice Of Service of Discovery Documents (6) 
18 12/8/2006 Notice of Service Re: Discovery Documents (2) 
Order Denying Motion to Amend Complaint as to West Valley Medical 
19 12/13/2006 Center and Mercy Medical Center and Granting Motion to Amend 
Complaint as to Primary Health Care Center 
20 1/8/2007 Notice of Compliance 
21 1/10/2007 Notice of Compliance (2) 
22 1/12/2007 Notice Of Service 
23 2/27/2007 Notice of Service Re: Discovery 
24 3/5/2007 Request For Trial Setting 
25 3/7/2007 Defendant Andrew Chai MD Response To Request For Trial Setting 
26 3/7/2007 Defendant West Valley Response To Request For Trial Setting (fax) 
27 3/8/2007 
Defendant Nathan Coonrod M.D. & Primary H Response To Request For 
Trial Setting (fax) 
28 3/12/2007 
Defendant Steven R Newman, M.D.'s Response to Plaintiffs' Request for 
Trial Setting 
29 3/13/2007 Defendant Mitchell Long Response To Request For Trial Setting 
30 3/16/2007 Stipulation for Dismissal of Defendant Mercy Medical Center 
31 3/16/2007 Order Dismissing Defendant Mercy Medical Center 
32 3/22/2007 Notice Of Service 
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33 4/9/2007 Notice of Service Re: Discovery 
34 4/25/2007 Notice Of Service 
35 5/24/2007 
Stipulation for Dismissal of Defendant West Valley Medical Center with 
Prejudice 
36 5/30/2007 Order Dismissing Defendant West Valley Medical Center with Prejudice 
37 6/20/2007 Order Setting Case for Trial and Pretrial 
38 7/6/2007 Stipulation for Scheduling and Planning (fax) 
39 12/10/2007 Notice of Service Re: Discovery (5) 
40 12/13/2007 Affidavit Of Service (2) 
41 12/17/2007 
Stipulation to Extend Plaintiffs' Expert Disclosure Deadline as to 
Defendant Nathan Coonrod, MD . 
42 12/17/2007 
Order extending Plaintiffs' Expert Disclosure Deadline as to Defendant 
Nathan Coonrod, MD 
43 12/24/2007 Stipulation to Extend Expert Disclosure Deadlines 
44 12/31/2007 Order Extending Expert Disclosure Deadlines 
45 1/10/2008 Notice Of Compliance 
46 1/11/2008 Notice Of Service 
47 1/11/2008 Notice Of Service 
48 1/14/2008 Notice Of Service 
49 1/15/2008 Plaintiffs Expert Witness Disclosure 
50 1/24/2008 Plaintiffs' Supplemental Expert Witness Disclosure 
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51 2/11/2008 Plaintiffs' Motion to Vacate and Reschedule Trial Setting (fax) 
52 2/13/2008 Motion Shorten Time (fax) 
53 2/14/2008 Notice Of Hearing 3-21-08 (fax 
54 2/15/2008 
Order to Shorten Time RE: Plaintiffs' Motion to Vacate & Reschedule 
Trial Setting 
55 2/15/2008 Amended Notice Of Hearing 2-21-08 11 :00 
56 2/15/2008 Notice Of Service 
57 2/19/2008 Defendant Mitchell Long DO,s Initial Expert Witness Disclosure 
58 2/19/2008 Plaintiffs' Third Supplemental Expert Witness Disclosure 
59 2/19/2008 Defendant Andrew Chai MD's Expert Witness Disclosure 
60 3/11/2008 Amended Order Setting Case 4-27-08 & Pretrial 3-30-08 
61 3/17/2008 Plaintiffs' Fourth Supplemental Expert Witness Disclosure 
62 4/11/2008 Notice Of Taking Deposition Daniel Brown 
63 4/14/2008 Plaintiffs' Fifth Supplemental Expert Witness Disclosure 
64 4/22/2008 
Defendants Nathan Coonrod, M.D.'s and Primary Health Care Center's 
Expert Witness Disclosure (fax) 
65 4/28/2008 Notice Of Taking Deposition Paul Blaycock 
66 4/28/2008 Notice Of Taking Deposition Dean Lapinel 
67 5/1/2008 
Notice Of Taking Deposition Duces Tecum of Thomas M. Donndelinger, 
M.D. 
68 5/7/2008 Notice Of Taking Deposition Richart Lubman MD 
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69 5/16/2008 Amended Notice Of Taking Deposition Richard Lubman 
70 6/6/2008 Plaintiffs Sixth Supplemental Expert Witness Disclosure 
71 6/9/2008 Notice of Service Re: Discovery (2) 
72 6/13/2008 Affidavit Of Service 
73 6/19/2008 
Notice Substitution Of Counsel/for Defendant Nathan Coorod MD & 
Primary Health 
74 6/23/2008 Notice Of Service of Discovery Documents 
75 6/24/2008 Motion for Status Conference 
76 6/30/2008 Plaintiffs' Response to Motion for Status Conference 
77 7/1/2008 Notice of hearing for Status Conference 7-15-08 8:30 
78 7/21/2008 Order Regarding motion for Status Conference and PT Deadlines 
79 7/24/2008 Amended Stipulation for Scheduling and Planning 
80 8/1/2008 Order Adopting Amended Stipulation for Scheduling & Planning 
81 9/2/2008 Plaintiffs' Seventh Supplemental Expert Witness Disclosure (fax) 
82 9/11/2008 Amended Notice Of Taking Deposition Dean Lapinel MD Duces Tecum 
83 10/15/2008 Defendant Mitchell Long, D.O.'s Second Expert Witness Disclosure 
84 10/16/2008 Notice Of Service (fax) 
85 10/16/2008 
Notice Of Service for Defendant Steven R. Newman, M.D.'s Third Expert 
Witness Disclosures (fax) 
86 10/17/2008 
Defendant Nathan Coonrod MD, Primary Health Care Supplemental 
Disclosure of Expert Witnesses 
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87 10/22/2008 
Defendant Andrew Chai, M.D.'s Supplemental Expert Witness Disclosure 
(fax) 
88 11/17/2008 Plaintiffs' Rebuttal Expert Witness Disclosure 
89 11/17/2008 Plaintiffs' Eighth Supplemental Expert Witness Disclosure 
90 1/30/2009 Defendant Andrew Chai, M.D.'s Motion for Summary Judgment (fax) 
91 1/30/2009 
Affidavit of Andrew U. Chai, M.D. in Support of Defendant Andrew U. 
Chai, M.D.'s Motion for Summary Judgment·(fax) 
92 1/30/2009 
Memorandum in Support of Defendant Andrew Chai, M.D.'s Motion for 
Summary Judgment (fax) 
93 1/30/2009 Notice Of Hearing 3-24-09 (fax) 
94 2/2/2009 Notice Of Service of Discovery Documents 
95 2/3/2009 Notice Of Service 
96 2/3/2009 Notice Of Service 
97 2/10/2009 Defendant Steven R Newman M.D.'s Motion in Limine 
98 2/10/2009 
Defendant Steven R Newman M.D.'s Memorandum in Support of Motion 
in Limine 
99 2/10/2009 
Affidavit of Julian E Gabiola in Support of Defendant Steven R Newman, 
M.D.'s Motion in Limine 
100 2/10/2009 Notice of Vacating Hearing (fax) 
101 2/13/2009 Notice Of Service 
102 2/18/2009 
Stipulation of Parties for Execution and Filing of the Attached Qualified 
Protective Order 
103 2/18/2009 Qualified Protective Order 
104 2/19/2009 Plaintiffs' Motion for Protective Order 
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105 2/19/2009 Memorandum in Support of Plaintiffs' Motion for Protective Order 
106 2/19/2009 
Affidavit of Bryon V Foster in Support of Plaintiffs' Motion for Protective 
Order 
107 2/20/2009 Notice of Service Re: Discovery 
108 2/20/2009 Notice of Service Re: Discovery Document 
109 2/23/2009 Notice Of Hearing 
110 2/25/2009 Notice Of Hearing on Plaintiffs' Motion for Protective Order 
111 2/25/2009 
Hearing Scheduled (Motion Hearing 03/26/2009 09:00 AM) Motion for 
Protective Order (Plaintiffs') 
112 2/26/2009 Notice Of Service 
113 2/26/2009 Notice of Service Re: Discovery Documents 
114 2/27/2009 
Defendant Nathan Coonrod MD's Primary Health Care Center's Motion 
in Limine 
115 2/27/2009 
Affidavit of Steven K Tolman in Support of Defendant Nathan Coonrod 
MD's and Primary Health Care Center's Motion in Limine 
116 2/27/2009 Plaintiffs' First Motion in Limine 
117 2/27/2009 Memorandum in Support of Plaintiffs' First Motion in Limine 
118 2/27/2009 Notice Of Hearing on Plaintiffs' First Motion in Limine 4-23-09 9:00 am 
119 3/2/2009 Notice Of Service 
120 3/2/2009 Defendant Steven R. Newman MD's Fourth Expert Witness Disclosure 
121 3/2/2009 Plaintiffs' Motion to Strike 
122 3/2/2009 Plaintiffs' Supplemental Rebuttal Expert Witness Disclosure 
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123 3/2/2009 Notice of Service Re: Discovery Documents 
124 3/2/2009 Notice Of Hearing on Plaintiffs' Motion to Strike 3-26-09 9:00 
125 3/2/2009 Notice Of Service (fax) 
126 3/2/2009 Notice Of Service (fax) 
127 3/3/2009 Notice Of Service 
128 3/4/2009 Substitution Of Counsel for Mitchell Long (fax) 
129 3/4/2009 
Defendant Andrew Chai MD Second Supplemental Expert Witness 
Disclosure 
130 3/4/2009 Notice of Service Re: Discovery Documents 
131 3/5/2009 Notice Of Hearing 04-23-09 at 9:00 am 
132 3/6/2009 Defendant Steven R Newman, MD's Second Motion in Limine 
Defendant Steven R Newman MD's Memorandum in Support of Second 
133 3/6/2009 Motion in Limine and in Opposition to Plaintiffs' Motion for Protective 
Order 
134 3/6/2009 Defendant Steven R Newman MD Fifth Expert Witness Disclosure 
135 3/6/2009 Defendant Steven R Newman MD Pre-trial Statement 
136 3/9/2009 Notice of Service of Discovery Documents 
137 3/9/2009 Defendant Steven R Newman MD's Third Motion in Limine 
138 3/9/2009 
Defendant Steven R Newman MD's Memorandum in Support of Third 
Motion in Limine 
139 3/9/2009 
Affidavit of Julian E Gabiola in Support of Defendant Steven R Newman 
MD's Third Motion in Limine 

















Notice of Service Re: Discovery 
Defendants Nathan Coonrod, MD's and Primary Health Care Center's 
Second Motion in Limine 
Affidavit of Steven K. Tolman in Support of Defendants Nathan Coonrod, 
MD's and Primary Health Care Center's Second Motion in Limine 
Notice Of Hearing 4-23-09 
Notice Of Hearing, 4/23 
Defendant Steven R Newman, MD's Memorandum in Opposition to 
Plaintiffs' Motion to Strike Fourth Expert Witness Disclosure 
Affidavit of Julian E Gabiola in Opposition to Plaintiffs' Motion to Strike 
Defendant Mitchell Long, D.O.'s Joinder in Defendant Nathan Coonrod, 
M.D.'s and Primary health Care Center's Motion in Limine 
Defendant Mitchell Long, D.O.'s Joinder in Defendant Steven R 
Newman, M.D.'s Motion in Limine 
Defendant Mitchell Long, D.O.'s Joinder in Defendant Steven R 
Newman, M.D.'s Third Motion in Limine 
Defendant Mitchell Long, D.O's Motion in Limine 
Defendant Mitchell Long D.O.'s Memorandum in Support of Motion in 
Limine 
Affidavit of Counsel in Support of Defendant Mitchell Long, D.O's Motion 
in Limine 
Notice Of Hearing Re: Defendant Mitchell Long, D.O's Motion in Limine 
Dr. Long's Joinder in Defendant Dr. Newman's Second Motion in Limine 
and Opposition to Plaintiffs' Motion for Protective Order 


















Affidavit of Counsel in Support of Dr. Long's Joinder in Defendant Dr. 
Newman's Second Motion in Limine and Opposition to Plaintiffs' Motion 
for Protective Order 
Joinder in Defendant Nathan Coonrod, MD's and Primary Health Care 
Center's Motion in Limine and Second Motion in Limine, and Defendant 
Steven R Newman, MD's Motion in Limine, Second Motion in Limine and 
Third Motion in Limine 
Defendant Andrew Chai, MD's Motion in Limine 
Notice Of Hearing 4-23-09 9:00 am 
Affidavit of Counsel in Support of Defendant Andrew Chai, MD's Motion 
in Limine 
Memorandum in Support of Defendant Andrew Chai, MD's Motion in 
Limine 
Defendant's Nathan Coonrod and Primary Heath Care Center's Pre-trial 
Statement (fax) 
Mitchell Long MD's Pre-trial Statement 
Plaintiffs' Witness List 
Plaintiffs' Exhibit List 
Plaintiffs' Pretrial/Trial Memorandum 
Defendant Andrew Chai Pre-trial Statement (fax) 
Defendant Mitchell Long, D.O.'s Supplemental Expert Witness 
Disclosure 
Notice Of Service of Discovery 
Defendant Mitchell Long, D.O.'s Second Supplemental Expert Witness 
Disclosure 
Defendant Steven R. Newman, M.D. 's Memorandum in Opposition to 
Plaintiffs' Motion in Limine 
















Plaintiffs' Ninth Supplemental Expert Witness Disclosure (fax) 
Defendant Steven Newman's Trial Brief 
defendant Steven Newman's Proposed Jury Instructions 
Special Verdict Form 
Jury Instructions 
Defendant Steven R Newman MD's Objection to Plaintiffs' Ninth 
Supplemental Expert Witness Disclosure 
Affidavit of C Clayton Gill in Support of Defendant Steven R Newman 
MD's Objection to Plaintiffs' Ninth Supplemental Expert Witness 
Disclosure 
Affidavit of Kenneth J. Bramwell, M.D. 
Affidavit of Byron V. Foster in Support of Plaintiffs Memorandum in 
Opposition to Andrew Chai, M.D.'s Motion in Limine 
Plaintiffs Memorandum in Opposition to Defendant Andrew Chai, M.D.'s 
Motion in Limine 
Plaintiffs Memorandum in Opposition to Defendants Nathan Coonrod's 
and Primary Health Care Center's Second Motion in Limine 
Plaintiffs Memorandum in Opposition to Defendant Long's Joinder in 
Defendant Dr. Newman's Second Motion in Limine and Opposition to 
Plaintiffs Motion for Protective Order 
Plaintiffs Memorandum in Opposition to Nathan Coonrod, M.D.'s and 
Primary Health Center's Motion in Limine 
Affidavit of Byron V. Foster in Opposition to Defendant Mitchell Long, 
D.O.'s Motion in Limine 

















Plaintiff's Memorandum in Opposition to Defendant Mitchell Long, D.0.'s 
Motion in Limine 
Affidavit of Byron V. Foster in Opposition to Defendant Steven Newman, 
M.D.'s Third Motion in Limine 
Plaintiff's Memorandum Opposition to Defendant Steven Newman, 
M.D.'s Third Motion in Limine 
Affidavit of Byron V. Foster in Opposition to Defendant Steven R. 
Newman, M.D.'s Second Motion in Limine 
Plaintiff's Memorandum in Opposition to Defendant Steven R. Newman, 
M.D.'s Second Motion in Limine 
Affidavit of Byron V. Foster in Opposition to Defendant Steven Newman, 
M.D.'s Motion in Limine 
Plaintiff's Memorandum in Opposition to Defendant Steven Newman, 
M.D.'s Motion in Limine 
Plaintiff's Proposed Jury Instructions 
Plaintiff's Motion to Shorten Time Re: Plaintiff's Motion for Protective 
Order 
Plaintiff's Motion for Protective Order 
Affidavit of Byron V. Foster in Support of Plaintiff's Motion for Protective 
Order 
Defendant Andrew Chai, M.D.'s Requested Jury Instructions (fax) 



















Special Verdict Form 
Defendant Steven R. Newman, M.D.'s Memorandum in Opposition to 
Plaintiffs' Motion for Protective Order Re: Dr. Blahd (fax) 
Order to Shorten time RE: Plaintiffs' Motion for Protective Order 
Defendant Andrew Chai's Joiner in Defendant Michael Long's Motion in 
Limine (fax) 
Defendant Andrew Chai's Response to Plaintiffs' First Motion in Limine 
(fax) 
Defendants Nathan Coonrod and Primary Health Care's Memorandum in 
Opposition to Plaintiffs' First Motion in Limine (fax) 
Plaintiffs' Reply to Defendant Andrew Chai, M.D.'s Response to Plaintiffs' 
First Motion in Limine (fax) 
Plaintiffs' Reply to Defendant Nathan Coonrod M.D. and Primary Health 
Care Center's Memorandum in Opposition to Plaintiffs' Motion in Limine 
(fax) 
Plaintiffs' Reply to Defendant Steven R. Newman's Memorandum in 
Opposition to Plaintiffs' Motion in Limine (fax) 
Affidavit of Byron V. Foster in Support of Plaintiffs' Reply to Defendant 
Steven R. Newman, M.D.'s Opposition to Plaintiffs' Motion in Limine (fax) 
Defendant Steven R. Newman, MD's Reply Memorandum in Support of 
First, Second, and Third Motions in Limine 
Defendants Nathan Coonrod, M.D.'s and Primary Health Care Center's 
Joinder in Defendant Steven R. Newman, M.D.'s Memorandum in 
Opposition to Plaintiffs' Motion for Protective Order (fax) 
Defendants Nathan Coonrod, MD's and Primary Health Care Center's 
Supplemental Proposed Jury Instruction and Amended Special Verdict 
Form (fax) 
















Plaintiffs' Reply to Defendant Steven Newman's Memorandum in 
Opposition to Plaintiffs' Motion for Protective Order (fax) 
Defendants Nathan Coonrod, MD's and PrimaryHealth Care Center's 
Second Supplemental Disclosure of Expert Witnesses (fax) 
Defendants Nathan Coonrod and Primary Health Care Reply in Support 
of Motion in Limine (fax) 
Defendants Nathan Coonrod and Primary Health Care Reply in Support 
of Second Motion in Limine (fax) 
Reply to Plaintiffs' Memorandum in Opposition to Defendants' Motion in 
Limine (fax) 
Affidavit of Counsel in Reply to Plaintiffs' Memorandum in Opposition to 
Defendants' Motion in Limine (fax) 
Plaintiffs' Amended Exhibit List {fax) 
Order Granting Plaintiffs' Motion for Protective Order RE: Kenneth 
Bramwell MD 
Defendants Nathan Coonrod, M.D. and Primary Health Care Center's 
Trial Brief 
Plaintiffs' Objection to Defendant Nathan Coonrod, M.D. and Primary 
Health Care Center's Trial Brief {fax) 
Notice Of Taking Deposition of William Blahd, M.D. {Duces Tecum) {fax) 
Plaintiffs' Second Amended Exhibit List {fax) 
Affidavit Of Service 
Defendant Steven R. Newman, M.D.'s Objection to Plaintiff's Third 
Amended Exhibit List {fax) 

















Joinder in Defendant Steven R. Newman M.D.'s Objection to Plaintiffs' 
Third Amended Exhibit List (fax) 
Plaintiffs' Objection to Defendants Nathan Coonrod, M.D. and Primary 
Health Care Center's Reservation of Right to Challenge Qualifications of 
Plaintiffs' Experts Paul Blaylock, M.D. and Dean Lapine!, M.D. (fax) 
Defendant Nathan Coonrod MD and Primary Health Care center's 
Supplemental Trial Brief 
Plaintiffs' Bench Brief Re: Defendant's Undisclosed Expert Witness 
Testimony at Trial 
Plaintiffs' Bench Brief Re: Character/Impeachment of Defendant 
Newman (fax) 
District Court Hearing Held Court Reporter: Debora Kreidler Number of 
Transcript Pages for this hearing estimated: less than 500 
Plaintiffs' Response Bench Brief Re: Defendant Coonrod's Supplemental 
Trial Brief (fax) 
Affidavit of Byron V Foster 
Plaintiffs' Bench Brief Re: Dr Lebaron and the Local Standard of Care 
Objection to Plaintiffs' Proposed Jury Instructions (fax) 
Defendant Steven R. Newman, M.D.'s Objections to Plaintiffs' Proposed 
Jury Instructions (fax) 
Plaintiffs' Objection to the Defendant's Proposed Jury Instructions 
Plaintiffs' Proposed Supplemental Jury Instructions 
Plaintiffs' Final Rebuttal Disclosure 
Civil Disposition entered for: Coonrod, MD, Nathan, Defendant; Aguilar, 
 Plaintiff; Aguilar, Guadalupe, Plaintiff; Aguilar, Jose, Plaintiff; 
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Aguilar, Jr, Jose, Plaintiff; Aguilar,  Plaintiff. Filing date: 
5/20/2009 Judgment upon Special Verdict $4,200,000.00 
Judgment Re: Steven R Newman, MD (final Judgment forthcoming) 
Defendant's Nathan Coonrod MD and Primary Health Care Center's 
Motion for New Trial or in the Alternative Motion to Amend Judgment for 
a Remittitur of Damages and Motion for Judgment Notwithstanding the 
Verdict 
Defendant's Nathan Coonrod MD and Primary Health Care Center's 
Memorandum in Support of Their Motion for New Trial or in the 
Alternative Motion to Amend Judgment for Remittitur of Damages and 
Motion for Judgment Notwithstanding the Verdict 
Affidavit in Support of Defendants Nathan Coonrod and Primary Health 
Care Center's Motion for New Trial or in the Alternative Motion to Amend 
Judgment for a Remittitur of Damages and Motion for Judgment 
Notwithstanding the Verdict 
Defendant's Nathan Coonrod MD and Primary Health care Center's 
Objection to the Judgment upon the Verdict and Motion to Alter or 
Amend the Judgment to Apply the Statutory cap on Non-Economic 
Damages to Plaintiffs' Collectively 
Defendant's Nathan Coonrod MD and Primary Health care Center's 
Memorandum in Support of their Objection to the Judgment upon the 
Verdict and Motion to Alter or Amend the Judgment to Apply the 
Statutory Cap on Non-Economic Damages to all Plaintiffs' Collectively 
Notice Of Hearing 7-1-09 9:00 am 
Stipulation for Dismissal with Prejudice as to Defendant Andrew Chai 
MD 
Civil Disposition entered for: Chai, Andrew, Defendant; Aguilar, 
 Plaintiff; Aguilar, Guadalupe, Plaintiff; Aguilar, Jose, Plaintiff; 
Aguilar, Jr, Jose, Plaintiff; Aguilar,  Plaintiff. Filing date: 6/2/2009 
Order of Dismissal with Prejudice as to Defendant Andrew Chai MD 
Defendant Steven R Newman MD's Memorandum of Costs and Affidavit 
of Julian E Gabiola in Support of Same (Filed Under Seal) 
Plaintiff's Verified Memorandum of Costs 














Memorandum in Support of Plaintiff's Request for Award of Discretionary 
Costs 
Stipulation for Dismissal With Prejudice as to Defendant Mitchell Long 
DO Only 
Order of Dismissal with Prejudice as to Defendant Mitchell Long DO 
Only 
Civil Disposition entered for: Long, DO, Mitchell, Defendant; Aguilar, 
 Plaintiff; Aguilar, Guadalupe, Plaintiff; Aguilar, Jose, Plaintiff; 
Aguilar, Jr, Jose, Plaintiff; Aguilar,  Plaintiff. Filing date: 
6/15/2009 
Plaintiffs' Objections to Defendant Steven R. Newman, M.D.'s 
Memorandum of Costs and Affidavit of Julien E. Gabiola in Support of 
the Same (fax) 
Defendant Nathan Coonrod MD & Primary Health Care Centers 
Memorandum in Opposition to Plaintiffs' Memo of costs & Fees 
Defendants Nathan Coonrod, M.D. and Primary Health Care Center's 
Motion to Disallow Costs (fax) 
Affidavit of Byron V Foster 
Notice Of Hearing 7-1-09 (fax) 
Notice Of Hearing 7/1/2009 (fax) 
Defendant Steven R. Newman, M.D.'s Response to Plaintiffs' Objection 
to Defendant Steven R. Newman, M.D.'s Memorandum of Costs 
Second Affidavit of Julian E. Gabiola in Support of Defendant Steven R. 
Newman, M.D.'s Memorandum of Costs 
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27 4 8/26/2009 
Plaintiffs Memorandum in Opposition to Defendants Nathan Coonrod, 
M.D. and Primary Health Care Center's Motion for New Trial, or in the 
Alternative Motion to Amend Judgment for a Remittitur, and Motion for 
JNOV 
Plaintiffs Memorandum in Opposition to Defendants Nathan Coonrod, 
M.D., and Primary Health Care Center's Memorandum in Support of their 
Objection to the Judgment Upon the Verdict and their Motion to Alter or 
Amend the Judgment to Apply the Statutory Cap on Non-Economic 
Damages to All Plaintiffs Collectively 
Stipulation for Dismissal with Prejudice 
Civil Disposition entered for: Aguilar,  Plaintiff; Aguilar, 
Guadalupe, Plaintiff; Aguilar, Jose, Plaintiff; Aguilar, Jr, Jose, Plaintiff; 
Aguilar,  Plaintiff; Newman, M.D., Steven R, Defendant. Filing 
Order of Dismissal with Prejudice (as to Steven R Newman MD) date: 
6/26/2009 
Defendant's Nathan Coonrod MD and Primary Health Care Center's 
Reply Memorandum in Support of their Motion for New Trial, or in the 
Alternative Motion to Amend Judgment for Remittitur and Motion for 
Judgment Notwithstanding the Verdict 
Defendant's Nathan Coonrod MD and Primary Health Care Center's 
Reply Memorandum in Support of their Objection to the Judgment upon 
the Verdict and Motion to Alter or Amend the Judgment to Apply the 
Statutory cap on Non-Economic damages to All Plaintiffs' Collectively 
Affidavit of Steven K Tolman 
Notice of Telephonic Hearing Re: Court Rulings on Post Trial Motions 8-
27-09 (fax) 
Memorandum Decision and Order on Post Trial Motions, Denying Motion 
for Judgment Notwithstanding the Verdict and Motion for New Trial, But 
Partially Granting Motion to Amend the Judgment to Apply the Statutory 
Cap by Applying the Cap to Each Named Plaintiff Individually 
Notice Of Appearance for Nathan Coonrod MD and Primary Health (fax 




275 9/2/2009 Objection to Plaintiffs' Proposed Amended Judgment 
276 9/9/2009 




Affidavit of Steven J. Hippler 
Order on Plaintiffs' Verified Memorandum of Costs (fax) 
279 9/15/2009 Amended Judgment, dated September 11, 2009 
280 NIA 
All exhibits admitted into evidence, including demonstrative or illustrative 
exhibits shown to the jury, at trial and all exhibits offered at trial by any 
party but not admitted 
6. I CERTIFY: 
A That a copy of this notice of appeal has been served on the 
reporter. 
B. That the clerk of the district court has been paid the estimated fee 
for preparation of the reporter's transcript. 
C. That the estimated fee for preparation of the clerk's record has 
been paid. 
D. That the appellate filing fee has been paid. 
E. That service has been made upon all parties required to be served 
pursuant to Rule 20 of the Idaho Appellate Rules. 
DATED this2£:+ day of September, 2009. 
GIVENS PURSLEY, LLP 
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• 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify that on this~ day of September, 2009, I caused a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing to be forwarded with all required charges prepared, by the 
method(s) indicated below, to the following: 
Byron V. Foster ef First Class Mail 
Attorney at Law D Hand Delivered 
199 N. Capitol Blvd., Suite 500 D Facsimile 
P.O. Box 1584 D Overnight Mail 
Boise, ID 83701-1584 
David E. Comstock ~ First Class Mail 
Law Offices of Comstock & Bush ~ Hand Delivered 199 N. Capitol Blvd., Suite 500 Facsimile 
P.O. Box 2774 D Overnight Mail 
Boise, ID 83701 
Steven K. Tolman ?E3- First Class Mail 
TOLMAN & BRIZEE, P.C. D Hand Delivered 
132 3rd Avenue East ~ Facsimile P.O. Box 1276 Overnight Mail 
Twin Falls, Idaho 83303-1276 
Gary Dance i First Class Mail Moffat Thomas Barrett Rock & Fields, Chtd Hand Delivered 
412 W. Center, Suite 2000 D Facsimile 
PO Box 817 D Overnight Mail 
Pocatello, ID 83204 
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Steven K. Tolman (ISB #1769) 
TOLMAN & BRIZEE, P.C. 
132 3rd Avenue East 
P.O. Box 1276 
Twin Falls, Idaho 83303-1276 
Telephone: (208) 733-5566 
Steven J. Hippler (ISB #4388) 
GIVENS PURSLEY LLP 
601 W. Bannock St. 
P.O. Box 2720 
Boise, ID 83701 
Telephone: (208) 388-1200 
F I L E D ____ A.M.---P.M. 
OCT 2 9 2009 
CANYON COUNTY CLERK 
K CANNON, DEPUTY 
Attorneys for Defendants Nathan Coonrod, MD and Primary Health Care Center 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF CANYON 
JOSE AGUILAR, individually, as the Case No. CV 05-5781 
Personal Representative of the Estate of 
I Maria A. Aguilar, deceased, and as the AMENDED NOTICE OF APPEAL 
natural father and guardian of 
GUADALUPE MARIA AGUILAR, 
 AGUILAR, and  
AGUILAR, minors, and JOSE 




NATHAN COONROD, and PRIMARY 
HEALTH CARE CENTER, an Idaho 
. corporation, JOHN and JANE DOES I 
through X, employees of one or more of 
the Defendants, 
Defendants. 
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'·"' n 'G·. ·. 1)',' A 1 \.:I' f"\t . H ·11r .1l • 
TO: PLAINTIFFS JOSE AGUILAR, GUADALUPE MARIA AGUILAR,  
AGUILAR, and  AGUILAR AND THEIR ATTORNEYS OF RECORD, 
AND THE CLERK OF THE ABOVE-ENTITLED COURT: 
NOTICE 15 HEREBY GIVEN THAT: 
1. Pursuant to Idaho Appellate Rule 17, the above named 
Defendants/Appellants NATHAN COONROD, M.D. ("Dr. Coonrod") and PRIMARY 
HEAL TH CARE CENTER ("Primary Health"), appeal to the Idaho Supreme Court from 
the final Amended Judgment entered in the above-entitled action on the 11th day of 
September, 2009 by the Honorable Gregory M. Culet, presiding, as well as the Court's 
Memorandum Decision denying post trial motions dated August 25, 2009. This Notice 
of Appeal, pursuant to Idaho Appellate Rule 17(e)(1), shall be deemed to include and 
present on appeal all interlocutory judgments, orders and decrees entered prior to the 
foregoing named Amended Judgment; all judgments, orders and decrees entered prior 
to the judgment, order or decree appealed from for which the time for appeal has not 
expired and all interlocutory or final judgments, orders and decrees entered after the 
foregoing named Amended Judgment. 
2. Dr. Coonrod and Primary Health have the right to appeal to the Idaho 
Supreme Court and the judgments and orders described or incorporated herein 
pursuant to Idaho Appellate Rules 11 (a)(1 ), (5) and (6). 
3. PRELIMINARY STATEMENT OF ISSUES ON APPEAL: 
The following includes a non-exhaustive list of preliminarily identified issues on 
appeal, and Dr. Coonrod and Primary Health reserve the right to present additional 
issues on appeal: 
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A. Whether the District Court erred in precluding Dr. Coonrod and 
Primary Health from cross examining Dr. Paul Blaylock regarding 
other causes of death and opinions to which he had previously 
testified regarding other persons' negligence and comparative fault; 
B. Whether the District Court erred in precluding Dr. Coonrod and 
Primary Health from calling Dr. Paul Blaylock in their case-in-chief 
either by live testimony or by reading of his deposition transcript to 
opine regarding other causes of death and comparative negligence 
or fault of other persons; 
C. Whether the District Court erred in denying Dr. Coonrod and 
Primary Health's Motion for New Trial; 
D. Whether the District Court erred in denying a remittiter or a new trial 
as a result of the jury apparently awarding household services as 
economic damages; 
E. Whether the District Court erred in allowing the economic damages 
award to stand despite the lack of evidence of $700,000 in 
economic damages and whether the District Court erred in allowing 
post death household services to be allocated as economic, rather 
than non-economic, damages; 
F. Whether the District Court erred in applying multiple caps on non-
economic damages pursuant to Idaho Code § 6-1603 rather then a 
single cap in this wrongful death case and thus erred in not granting 
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Dr. Coonrod and Primary Health's Motion to Reduce the Verdict to 
use a single non-economic damages cap; 
G. Whether the final judgment violates due process under the 
Fourteenth Amendment of United States Constitution or Article I,§ 
13 of the Idaho Constitution; 
H. Whether the District Court erred in awarding costs to 
Plaintiffs/Respondents and against Dr. Coonrod and Primary Health 
by concluding as a matter of law that the costs were necessary, 
reasonable and exceptional, and whether the District Court had an 
adequate record on which to allocate such award of costs as 
against Dr. Coonrod and Primary Health. 
4. REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT. Dr. Coonrod and Primary Health request 
an entire standard transcript of the trial proceedings in compressed format in 
accordance with Rules 25(c) and 26(m), I.A.R. In addition, Dr. Coonrod and Primary 
Health request transcripts of the following proceedings: 
A. Transcript of hearing on Plaintiffs' Motion for Leave to File 
Amended Complaint held on 11/20/2006; 
B. Transcript of telephonic hearing held 12/06/2006; 
C. Transcript of telephonic hearing on Motion to Vacate and Reset 
Trial held 2/21/2008; 
D. Transcript of status conference held 7/15/2008; 
E. Transcript of hearing on Plaintiffs' Motion to Strike and Motion for 
Protective Order held 3/26/2009; 
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F. Transcript of Pretrial hearing held on 3/30/2009; 
G. Transcript of hearing on various motions in limine and status 
conference held on 4/22/2009; 
H. Transcript of all proceedings held on 4/27/2009, including voir dire 
examination of the jury pool; 
I. Transcript all opening statements; 
J. Transcripts of all proceedings during trial that occurred outside the 
presence of the jury; 
K. Transcript of all closing arguments; 
L. Transcripts of all conferences on jury instructions and special 
verdict form, the objections of the parties to the instructions and 
special verdict form, and the District Court's ruling thereon; 
M. Transcripts of all hearings re: jury questions and answers; 
N. Transcript of hearing on post trial motions held on July 1, 2009; 
0. Transcript of telephonic hearing re: Court's Rulings on Post Trial 
Motions held on 8/27/2009; 
P. Transcript of continued telephonic hearing re: Court's Rulings on 
Post Trial Motions held on 9/2/2009; and 
Q. Transcripts of all other hearings not specifically listed above held by 
the District Court in this matter. 
5. CLERK'S RECORD: Dr. Coonrod and Primary Health request that in 
addition to all documents automatically included in the record pursuant to Rule 28, 
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I.AR., that the Court include the following additional documents in the record (identified 
below as they are in the Court's ROA): 
Date Document 
1 2/28/2006 Voluntary Notice of dismissal of defendant Catherin Atup-Leavitt M.D. 
Plaintiffs' Motion for Leave to Amend Complaint to More Specifically Set 
2 9/27/2006 Forth Allegations of Agency and Non-Delegable Duty Against West 
Valley, Mercy Medical Center, & Primary Health Care 
3 9/27/2006 Affidavit of Byron Foster in Support of Motion 
4 9/27/2006 Notice Of Hearing 10-26-06 9:00 
5 9/29/2006 Notice of Service Re: Discovery 
6 10/6/2006 Amended Notice Of Hearing 11-20-06 9:00 
7 10/30/2006 Notice Of Service 
8 11/13/2006 Mercy Medical Centers Response to Plaintiffs' Motion for Leave to 
Amend Complaint 
9 11/13/2006 
West Valley Medical Center's Opposition to Plaintiffs' Motion for Leave to 
File Amended Complaint (fax) 
10 11/13/2006 Affidavit of Portia Jenkins in Opposition to Plaintiffs' Motion for Leave to 
File Amended Complaint (fax) 
11 11/13/2006 Affidavit of Kathy D Moore in Opposition to Plaintiffs' Motion for leave to 
file amended Complaint (fax) 
12 11/20/2006 
Plaintiffs' Reply Memorandum in Support of Motion for Leave to Amend 
Complaint 
13 11/20/2006 Affidavit of Byron Foster in Support of Plaintiffs' Reply Memorandum in 
Support of Motion for Leave to Amend Complaint 
14 11/24/2006 Notice of Vacating deposition of  Aguilar 
15 11/24/2006 Notice of Telephonic Hearing 12-6-06 9:00 
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16 11/30/2006 Notice Of Service (fax) 
17 12/6/2006 Notice Of Service of Discovery Documents (6) 
18 12/8/2006 Notice of Service Re: Discovery Documents (2) 
Order Denying Motion to Amend Complaint as to West Valley Medical 
19 12/13/2006 Center and Mercy Medical Center and Granting Motion to Amend 
Complaint as to Primary Health Care Center 
20 1/8/2007 Notice of Compliance 
21 1/10/2007 Notice of Compliance (2) 
22 1/12/2007 · Notice Of Service 
23 2/27/2007 Notice of Service Re: Discovery 
24 3/5/2007 Request For Trial Setting 
25 3/7/2007 Defendant Andrew Chai MD Response To Request For Trial Setting 
26 3/7/2007 Defendant West Valley Response To Request For Trial Setting (fax) 
27 3/8/2007 
Defendant Nathan Coonrod M.D. & Primary H Response To Request For 
Trial Setting (fax) 
28 3/12/2007 
Defendant Steven R Newman, M.D.'s Response to Plaintiffs' Request for 
Trial Setting 
29 3/13/2007 Defendant Mitchell Long Response To Request For Trial Setting 
30 3/16/2007 Stipulation for Dismissal of Defendant Mercy Medical Center 
31 3/16/2007 Order Dismissing Defendant Mercy Medical Center 
32 3/22/2007 Notice Of Service 
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33 4/9/2007 Notice of Service Re: Discovery 
34 4/25/2007 Notice Of Service 
35 5/24/2007 
Stipulation for Dismissal of Defendant West Valley Medical Center with 
Prejudice 
36 5/30/2007 Order Dismissing Defendant West Valley Medical Center with Prejudice 
37 6/20/2007 Order Setting Case for Trial and Pretrial 
38 7/6/2007 Stipulation for Scheduling and Planning (fax) 
39 12/10/2007 Notice of Service Re: Discovery (5) 
40 12/13/2007 Affidavit Of Service (2) 
41 12/17/2007 
Stipulation to Extend Plaintiffs' Expert Disclosure Deadline as to 
Defendant Nathan Coonrod, MD 
42 12/17/2007 
Order extending Plaintiffs' Expert Disclosure Deadline as to Defendant 
Nathan Coonrod, MD 
43 12/24/2007 Stipulation to Extend Expert Disclosure Deadlines 
44 12/31/2007 Order Extending Expert Disclosure Deadlines 
45 1/10/2008 Notice Of Compliance 
46 1/11/2008 Notice Of Service 
47 1/11/2008 Notice Of Service 
48 1/14/2008 Notice Of Service 
49 1/15/2008 Plaintiffs Expert Witness Disclosure 
50 1/24/2008 Plaintiffs' Supplemental Expert Witness Disclosure 
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51 2/11/2008 Plaintiffs' Motion to Vacate and Reschedule Trial Setting (fax) 
52 2/13/2008 Motion Shorten Time (fax) 
53 2/14/2008 Notice Of Hearing 3-21-08 (fax 
54 2/15/2008 
Order to Shorten Time RE: Plaintiffs' Motion to Vacate & Reschedule 
Trial Setting 
55 2/15/2008 Amended Notice Of Hearing 2-21-08 11 :00 
56 2/15/2008 Notice Of Service 
57 2/19/2008 Defendant Mitchell Long DO,s Initial Expert Witness Disclosure 
58 2/19/2008 Plaintiffs' Third Supplemental Expert Witness Disclosure 
59 2/19/2008 Defendant Andrew Chai MD's Expert Witness Disclosure 
60 3/11/2008 Amended Order Setting Case 4-27-08 & Pretrial 3-30-08 
61 3/17/2008 Plaintiffs' Fourth Supplemental Expert Witness Disclosure 
62 4/11/2008 Notice Of Taking Deposition Daniel Brown 
63 4/14/2008 Plaintiffs' Fifth Supplemental Expert Witness Disclosure 
64 4/22/2008 
Defendants Nathan Coonrod, M.D.'s and Primary Health Care Center's 
Expert Witness Disclosure (fax) 
65 4/28/2008 Notice Of Taking Deposition Paul Blaycock 
66 4/28/2008 Notice Of Taking Deposition Dean Lapine! 
67 5/1/2008 
Notice Of Taking Deposition Duces Tecum of Thomas M. Donndelinger, 
M.D. 
68 5/7/2008 Notice Of Taking Deposition Richart Lubman MD 




















Amended Notice Of Taking Deposition Richard Lubman 
Plaintiff's Sixth Supplemental Expert Witness Disclosure 
Notice of Service Re: Discovery (2) 
Affidavit Of Service 
Notice Substitution Of Counsel/for Defendant Nathan Coorod MD & 
Primary Health 
Notice Of Service of Discovery Documents 
Motion for Status Conference 
Plaintiffs' Response to Motion for Status Conference 
Notice of hearing for Status Conference 7-15-08 8:30 
Order Regarding motion for Status Conference and PT Deadlines 
Amended Stipulation for Scheduling and Planning 
Order Adopting Amended Stipulation for Scheduling & Planning 
Plaintiffs' Seventh Supplemental Expert Witness Disclosure (fax) 
Amended Notice Of Taking Deposition Dean Lapinel MD Duces Tecum 
Defendant Mitchell Long, D.O.'s Second Expert Witness Disclosure 
Notice Of Service (fax) 
Notice Of Service for Defendant Steven R. Newman, M.D.'s Third Expert 
Witness Disclosures (fax) 
Defendant Nathan Coonrod MD, Primary Health Care Supplemental 
Disclosure of Expert Witnesses 
I AMENDED NOTICE OF APPEAL-PAGE 10 
4072 
87 10/22/2008 Defendant Andrew Chai, M.D.'s Supplemental Expert Witness Disclosure 
(fax) 
88 11/17/2008 Plaintiffs' Rebuttal Expert Witness Disclosure 
89 11/17/2008 Plaintiffs' Eighth Supplemental Expert Witness Disclosure 
90 1/30/2009 Defendant Andrew Chai, M.D.'s Motion for Summary Judgment (fax) 
91 1/30/2009 Affidavit 
of Andrew U. Chai, M.D. in Support of Defendant Andrew U. 
Chai, M.D.'s Motion for Summary Judgment (fax) 
92 1/30/2009 
Memorandum in Support of Defendant Andrew Chai, M.D.'s Motion for 
Summary Judgment (fax) 
93 1/30/2009 Notice Of Hearing 3-24-09 (fax) 
94 2/2/2009 Notice Of Service of Discovery Documents 
95 2/3/2009 Notice Of Service 
96 2/3/2009 Notice Of Service 
97 2/10/2009 Defendant Steven R Newman M.D.'s Motion in Limine 
98 2/10/2009 
Defendant Steven R Newman M.D.'s Memorandum in Support of Motion 
in Limine 
99 2/10/2009 
Affidavit of Julian E Gabiola in Support of Defendant Steven R Newman, 
M.D.'s Motion in Limine 
100 2/10/2009 Notice of Vacating Hearing (fax) 
101 2/13/2009 Notice Of Service 
102 2/18/2009 
Stipulation of Parties for Execution and Filing of the Attached Qualified 
Protective Order 
103 2/18/2009 Qualified Protective Order 
104 2/19/2009·· Plaintiffs' Motion for Protective Order 
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105 2/19/2009 Memorandum in Support of Plaintiffs' Motion for Protective Order 
106 2/19/2009 
Affidavit of Bryon V Foster in Support of Plaintiffs' Motion for Protective 
Order 
107 2/20/2009 Notice of Service Re: Discovery 
108 2/20/2009 Notice of Service Re: Discovery Document 
109 2/23/2009 Notice Of Hearing 
110 2/25/2009 Notice Of Hearing on Plaintiffs' Motion for Protective Order 
111 2/25/2009 
Hearing Scheduled (Motion Hearing 03/26/2009 09:00 AM) Motion for 
Protective Order (Plaintiffs') 
112 2/26/2009 Notice Of Service 
113 2/26/2009 Notice of Service Re: Discovery Documents 
114 2/27/2009 
Defendant Nathan Coonrod MD's Primary Health Care Center's Motion 
in Limine 
115 2/27/2009 
Affidavit of Steven K Tolman in Support of Defendant Nathan Coonrod 
MD's and Primary Health Care Center's Motion in Limine 
116 2/27/2009 Plaintiffs' First Motion in Limine 
117 2/27/2009 Memorandum in Support of Plaintiffs' First Motion in Limine 
118 2/27/2009 Notice Of Hearing on Plaintiffs' First Motion in Limine 4-23-09 9:00 am 
119 3/2/2009 Notice Of Service 
120 3/2/2009 Defendant Steven R. Newman MD's Fourth Expert Witness Disclosure 
121 3/2/2009 Plaintiffs' Motion to Strike 
122 3/2/2009 Plaintiffs' Supplemental Rebuttal Expert Witness Disclosure 
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123 3/2/2009 Notice of Service Re: Discovery Documents 
124 3/2/2009 Notice Of Hearing on Plaintiffs' Motion to Strike 3-26-09 9:00 
125 3/2/2009 Notice Of Service (fax) 
126 3/2/2009 Notice Of Service (fax) 
127 3/3/2009 Notice Of Service 
128 3/4/2009 Substitution Of Counsel for Mitchell Long (fax) 
129 3/4/2009 
Defendant Andrew Chai MD Second Supplemental Expert Witness 
Disclosure 
130 3/4/2009 Notice of Service Re: Discovery Documents 
131 3/5/2009 Notice Of Hearing 04-23-09 at 9:00 am 
132 3/6/2009 Defendant Steven R Newman, MD's Second Motion in Limine 
Defendant Steven R Newman MD's Memorandum in Support of Second 
133 3/6/2009 Motion in Limine and in Opposition to Plaintiffs' Motion for Protective 
Order 
134 3/6/2009 Defendant Steven R Newman MD Fifth Expert Witness Disclosure 
135 3/6/2009 Defendant Steven R Newman MD Pre-trial Statement 
136 3/9/2009 Notice of Service of Discovery Documents 
137 3/9/2009 Defendant Steven R Newman MD's Third Motion in Limine 
138 3/9/2009 
Defendant Steven R Newman MD's Memorandum in Support of Third 
Motion in Limine 
139 3/9/2009 
Affidavit of Julian E Gabiola in Support of Defendant Steven R Newman 
MD's Third Motion in Limine 

















Notice of Service Re: Discovery 
Defendants Nathan Coonrod, MD's and Primary Health Care Center's 
Second Motion in Limine 
Affidavit of Steven K. Tolman in Support of Defendants Nathan Coonrod, 
MD's and Primary Health Care Center's Second Motion in Limine 
Notice Of Hearing 4-23-09 
Notice Of Hearing, 4/23 
Defendant Steven R Newman, MD's Memorandum in Opposition to 
Plaintiffs' Motion to Strike Fourth Expert Witness Disclosure 
Affidavit of Julian E Gabiola in Opposition to Plaintiffs' Motion to Strike 
Defendant Mitchell Long, D.O.'s Joinder in Defendant Nathan Coonrod, 
M.D.'s and Primary health Care Center's Motion in Limine 
Defendant Mitchell Long, D.O.'s Joinder in Defendant Steven R 
Newman, M.D.'s Motion in Limine 
Defendant Mitchell Long, D.O.'s Joinder in Defendant Steven R 
Newman, M.D.'s Third Motion in Limine 
Defendant Mitchell Long, D.O's Motion in Limine 
Defendant Mitchell Long D.O.'s Memorandum in Support of Motion in 
Limine 
Affidavit of Counsel in Support of Defendant Mitchell Long, D.O's Motion 
in Limine 
Notice Of Hearing Re: Defendant Mitchell Long, D.O's Motion in Limine 
Dr. Long's Joinder in Defendant Dr. Newman's Second Motion in Limine 
and Opposition to Plaintiffs' Motion for Protective Order 


















Affidavit of Counsel in Support of Dr. Long's Joinder in Defendant Dr. 
Newman's Second Motion in Limine and Opposition to Plaintiffs' Motion 
for Protective Order 
Joinder in Defendant Nathan Coonrod, MD's and Primary Health Care 
Center's Motion in Limine and Second Motion in Limine, and Defendant 
Steven R Newman, MD's Motion in Limine, Second Motion in Limine and 
Third Motion in Limine 
Defendant Andrew Chai, MD's Motion in Limine 
Notice Of Hearing 4-23-09 9:00 am 
Affidavit of Counsel in Support of Defendant Andrew Chai, MD's Motion 
in Limine 
Memorandum in Support of Defendant Andrew Chai, MD's Motion in 
Limine 
Defendant's Nathan Coonrod and Primary Heath Care Center's Pre-trial 
Statement (fax) 
Mitchell Long MD's Pre-trial Statement 
Plaintiffs' Witness List 
Plaintiffs' Exhibit List 
Plaintiffs' Pretrial/Trial Memorandum 
Defendant Andrew Chai Pre-trial Statement (fax) 
Defendant Mitchell Long, D.O.'s Supplemental Expert Witness 
Disclosure 
Notice Of Service of Discovery 
Defendant Mitchell long, D.O.'s Second Supplemental Expert Witness 
Disclosure 
Defendant Steven R. Newman, M.D.'s Memorandum in Opposition to 
Plaintiffs' Motion in Limine 





17 4 4/9/2009 
17 5 4/9/2009 
176 4/13/2009 








Plaintiffs' Ninth Supplemental Expert Witness Disclosure (fax) 
Defendant Steven Newman's Trial Brief 
defendant Steven Newman's Proposed Jury Instructions 
Special Verdict Form 
Jury Instructions 
Defendant Steven R Newman MD's Objection to Plaintiffs' Ninth 
Supplemental Expert Witness Disclosure 
Affidavit of C Clayton Gill in Support of Defendant Steven R Newman 
MD's Objection to Plaintiffs' Ninth Supplemental Expert Witness 
Disclosure 
Affidavit of Kenneth J. Bramwell, M.D. 
Affidavit of Byron V. Foster in Support of Plaintiffs Memorandum in 
Opposition to Andrew Chai, M.D.'s Motion in Limine 
Plaintiffs Memorandum in Opposition to Defendant Andrew Chai, M.D.'s 
Motion in Limine 
Plaintiffs Memorandum in Opposition to Defendants Nathan Coonrod's 
and Primary Health Care Center's Second Motion in Limine 
Plaintiffs Memorandum in Opposition to Defendant Long's Joinder in 
Defendant Dr. Newman's Second Motion in Limine and Opposition to 
Plaintiffs Motion for Protective Order 
Plaintiffs Memorandum in Opposition to Nathan Coonrod, M.D.'s and 
Primary Health Center's Motion in Limine 
Affidavit of Byron V. Foster in Opposition to Defendant Mitchell Long, 
D.O.'s Motion in Limine 

















Plaintiff's Memorandum in Opposition to Defendant Mitchell Long, D.O.'s 
Motion in Limine 
Affidavit of Byron V. Foster in Opposition to Defendant Steven Newman, 
M.D.'s Third Motion in Limine 
Plaintiff's Memorandum Opposition to Defendant Steven Newman, 
M.D.'s Third Motion in Limine 
Affidavit of Byron V. Foster in Opposition to Defendant Steven R. 
Newman, M.D.'s Second Motion in Limine 
Plaintiff's Memorandum in Opposition to Defendant Steven R. Newman, 
M.D.'s Second Motion in Limine 
Affidavit of Byron V. Foster in Opposition to Defendant Steven Newman, 
M.D.'s Motion in Limine 
Plaintiff's Memorandum in Opposition to Defendant Steven Newman, 
M.D.'s Motion in Limine 
Plaintiff's Proposed Jury Instructions 
Plaintiff's Motion to Shorten Time Re: Plaintiff's Motion for Protective 
Order 
Plaintiff's Motion for Protective Order 
Affidavit of Byron V. Foster in Support of Plaintiff's Motion for Protective 
Order 
Defendant Andrew Chai, M.D.'s Requested Jury Instructions (fax) 



















Special Verdict Form 
Defendant Steven R. Newman, M.D.'s Memorandum in Opposition to 
Plaintiffs' Motion for Protective Order Re: Dr. Blahd (fax) 
Order to Shorten time RE: Plaintiffs' Motion for Protective Order 
Defendant Andrew Chai's Joiner in Defendant Michael Long's Motion in 
Limine (fax) 
Defendant Andrew Chai's Response to Plaintiffs' First Motion in Limine 
(fax) 
Defendants Nathan Coonrod and Primary Health Care's Memorandum in 
Opposition to Plaintiffs' First Motion in Limine (fax) 
Plaintiffs' Reply to Defendant Andrew Chai, M.D.'s Response to Plaintiffs' 
First Motion in Limine (fax) 
Plaintiffs' Reply to Defendant Nathan Coonrod M.D. and Primary Health 
Care Center's Memorandum in Opposition to Plaintiffs' Motion in Limine 
(fax) 
Plaintiffs' Reply to Defendant Steven R. Newman's Memorandum in 
Opposition to Plaintiffs' Motion in Limine (fax) 
Affidavit of Byron V. Foster in Support of Plaintiffs' Reply to Defendant 
Steven R. Newman, M.D.'s Opposition to Plaintiffs' Motion in Limine (fax) 
Defendant Steven R. Newman, MD's Reply Memorandum in Support of 
First, Second, and Third Motions in Limine 
Defendants Nathan Coonrod, M.D.'s and Primary Health Care Center's 
Joinder in Defendant Steven R. Newman, M.D.'s Memorandum in 
Opposition to Plaintiffs' Motion for Protective Order (fax) 
Defendants Nathan Coonrod, MD's and Primary Health Care Center's 
Supplemental Proposed Jury Instruction and Amended Special Verdict 
Form (fax) 
















Plaintiffs' Reply to Defendant Steven Newman's Memorandum in 
Opposition to Plaintiffs' Motion for Protective Order (fax) 
Defendants Nathan Coonrod, MD's and Primary Health Care Center's 
Second Supplemental Disclosure of Expert Witnesses (fax) 
Defendants Nathan Coonrod and Primary Health Care Reply in Support 
of Motion in Limine (fax) 
Defendants Nathan Coonrod and Primary Health Care Reply in Support 
of Second Motion in Limine (fax) 
Reply to Plaintiffs' Memorandum in Opposition to Defendants' Motion in 
Limine (fax) 
Affidavit of Counsel in Reply to Plaintiffs' Memorandum in Opposition to 
Defendants' Motion in Limine (fax) 
Plaintiffs' Amended Exhibit List (fax) 
Order Granting Plaintiffs' Motion for Protective Order RE: Kenneth 
Bramwell MD 
Defendants Nathan Coonrod, M.D. and Primary Health Care Center's 
Trial Brief 
Plaintiffs' Objection to Defendant Nathan Coonrod, M.D. and Primary 
Health Care Center's Trial Brief (fax) 
Notice Of Taking Deposition of William Blahd, M.D. (Duces Tecum) (fax) 
Plaintiffs' Second Amended Exhibit List (fax) 
Affidavit Of Service 
Defendant Steven R. Newman, M.D.'s Objection to Plaintiff's Third 
Amended Exhibit List (fax) 

















Joinder in Defendant Steven R. Newman M.D.'s Objection to Plaintiffs' 
Third Amended Exhibit List (fax) 
Plaintiffs' Objection to Defendants Nathan Coonrod, M.D. and Primary 
Health Care Center's Reservation of Right to Challenge Qualifications of 
Plaintiffs' Experts Paul Blaylock, M.D. and Dean Lapine!, M.D. (fax) 
Defendant Nathan Coonrod MD and Primary Health Care center's 
Supplemental Trial Brief 
Plaintiffs' Bench Brief Re: Defendant's Undisclosed Expert Witness 
Testimony at Trial 
Plaintiffs' Bench Brief Re: Character/Impeachment of Defendant 
Newman (fax) 
District Court Hearing Held Court Reporter: Debora Kreidler Number of 
Transcript Pages for this hearing estimated: less than 500 
Plaintiffs' Response Bench Brief Re: DefendantCoonrod's Supplemental 
Trial Brief (fax) 
Affidavit of Byron V Foster 
Plaintiffs' Bench Brief Re: Dr Lebaron and the Local Standard of Care 
Objection to Plaintiffs' Proposed Jury Instructions (fax) 
Defendant Steven R. Newman, M.D.'s Objections to Plaintiffs' Proposed 
Jury Instructions (fax) 
Plaintiffs' Objection to the Defendant's Proposed Jury Instructions 
Plaintiffs' Proposed Supplemental Jury Instructions 
Plaintiffs' Final Rebuttal Disclosure 
Civil Disposition entered for: Coonrod, MD, Nathan, Defendant; Aguilar, 
 Plaintiff; Aguilar, Guadalupe, Plaintiff; Aguilar, Jose, Plaintiff; 













Aguilar, Jr, Jose, Plaintiff; Aguilar,  Plaintiff. Filing date: 
5/20/2009 Judgment upon Special Verdict $4,200,000.00 
Judgment Re: Steven R Newman, MD (final Judgment forthcoming) 
Defendant's Nathan Coonrod MD and Primary Health Care Center's 
Motion for New Trial or in the Alternative Motion to Amend Judgment for 
a Remittitur of Damages and Motion for Judgment Notwithstanding the 
Verdict 
Defendant's Nathan Coonrod MD and Primary Health Care Center's 
Memorandum in Support of Their Motion for New Trial or in the 
Alternative Motion to Amend Judgment for Remittitur of Damages and 
Motion for Judgment Notwithstanding the Verdict 
Affidavit in Support of Defendants Nathan Coonrod and Primary Health 
Care Center's Motion for New Trial or in the Alternative Motion to Amend 
Judgment for a Remittitur of Damages and Motion for Judgment 
Notwithstanding the Verdict 
Defendant's Nathan Coonrod MD and Primary Health care Center's 
Objection to the Judgment upon the Verdict and Motion to Alter or 
Amend the Judgment to Apply the Statutory cap on Non-Economic 
Damages to Plaintiffs' Collectively 
Defendant's Nathan Coonrod MD and Primary Health care Center's 
Memorandum in Support of their Objection to the Judgment upon the 
Verdict and Motion to Alter or Amend the Judgment to Apply the 
Statutory Cap on Non-Economic Damages to all Plaintiffs' Collectively 
Notice Of Hearing 7-1-09 9:00 am 
Stipulation for Dismissal with Prejudice as to Defendant Andrew Chai 
MD 
Civil Disposition entered for: Chai, Andrew, Defendant; Aguilar, 
 Plaintiff; Aguilar, Guadalupe, Plaintiff; Aguilar, Jose, Plaintiff; 
Aguilar, Jr, Jose, Plaintiff; Aguilar,  Plaintiff. Filing date: 6/2/2009 
Order of Dismissal with Prejudice as to Defendant Andrew Chai MD 
Defendant Steven R Newman MD's Memorandum of Costs and Affidavit 
of Julian E Gabiola in Support of Same (Filed Under Seal) 
Plaintiff's Verified Memorandum of Costs 














Memorandum in Support of Plaintiff's Request for Award of Discretionary 
Costs 
Stipulation for Dismissal With Prejudice as to Defendant Mitchell Long 
DO Only 
Order of Dismissal with Prejudice as to Defendant Mitchell Long DO 
Only 
Civil Disposition entered for: Long, DO, Mitchell, Defendant; Aguilar, 
 Plaintiff; Aguilar, Guadalupe, Plaintiff; Aguilar, Jose, Plaintiff; 
Aguilar, Jr, Jose, Plaintiff; Aguilar,  Plaintiff. Filing date: 
6/15/2009 
Plaintiffs' Objections to Defendant Steven R. Newman, M.D.'s 
Memorandum of Costs and Affidavit of Julien E. Gabiola in Support of 
the Same (fax) 
Defendant Nathan Coonrod MD & Primary Health Care Centers 
Memorandum in Opposition to Plaintiffs' Memo of costs & Fees 
Defendants Nathan Coonrod, M.D. and Primary Health Care Center's 
Motion to Disallow Costs (fax) 
Affidavit of Byron V Foster 
Notice Of Hearing 7-1-09 (fax) 
Notice Of Hearing 7/1/2009 (fax) 
Defendant Steven R. Newman, M.D.'s Response to Plaintiffs' Objection 
to Defendant Steven R. Newman, M.D.'s Memorandum of Costs 
Second Affidavit of Julian E. Gabiola in Support of Defendant Steven R. 
Newman, M.D.'s Memorandum of Costs 












Plaintiff's Memorandum in Opposition to Defendants Nathan Coonrod, 
M.D. and Primary Health Care Center's Motion for New Trial, or in the 
Alternative Motion to Amend Judgment for a Remittitur, and Motion for 
JNOV 
Plaintiff's Memorandum in Opposition to Defendants Nathan Coonrod, 
M.D., and Primary Health Care Center's Memorandum in Support of their 
Objection to the Judgment Upon the Verdict and their Motion to Alter or 
Amend the Judgment to Apply the Statutory Cap on Non-Economic 
Damages to All Plaintiffs Collectively 
Stipulation for Dismissal with Prejudice 
Civil Disposition entered for: Aguilar,  Plaintiff; Aguilar, 
Guadalupe, Plaintiff; Aguilar, Jose, Plaintiff; Aguilar, Jr, Jose, Plaintiff; 
Aguilar,  Plaintiff; Newman, M.D., Steven R, Defendant. Filing 
Order of Dismissal with Prejudice (as to Steven R Newman MD) date: 
6/26/2009 
Defendant's Nathan Coonrod MD and Primary Health Care Center's 
Reply Memorandum in Support of their Motion for New Trial, or in the 
Alternative Motion to Amend Judgment for Remittitur and Motion for 
Judgment Notwithstanding the Verdict 
Defendant's Nathan Coonrod MD and Primary Health Care Center's 
Reply Memorandum in Support of their Objection to the Judgment upon 
the Verdict and Motion to Alter or Amend the Judgment to Apply the 
Statutory cap on Non-Economic damages to All Plaintiffs' Collectively 
Affidavit of Steven K Tolman 
Notice of Telephonic Hearing Re: Court Rulings on Post Trial Motions 8-
27-09 (fax) 
Memorandum Decision and Order on Post Trial Motions, Denying Motion 
for Judgment Notwithstanding the Verdict and Motion for New Trial, But 
Partially Granting Motion to Amend the Judgment to Apply the Statutory 
Cap by Applying the Cap to Each Named Plaintiff Individually 
Notice Of Appearance for Nathan Coonrod MD and Primary Health (fax 








Objection to Plaintiffs' Proposed Amended Judgment 
Response to Defendants' Objection to Plaintiffs' Proposed Amended 
Judgment (fax) 
Affidavit of Steven J. Hippler 
Order on Plaintiffs' Verified Memorandum of Costs (fax) 
Amended Judgment, dated September 11, 2009 
All exhibits admitted into evidence, including demonstrative or illustrative 
exhibits shown to the jury, at trial and all exhibits offered at trial by any 
party but not admitted 
6. I CERTIFY: 







M&M Court Reporting 
421 W. Franklin St. 
P.O. Box 2636 
Boise, ID 83701 
Mia Martorelli 
21851 Newland St. #190 
Huntington Beach, CA 92646 
Debora Kreidler 
c/o Canyon County Courthouse 
1115 Albany St. 
Caldwell, ID 83605 
Laura Whiting 
c/o Canyon County Courthouse 
1115 Albany St. 
Caldwell, ID 83605 
I AMENDED NOTICE OF APPEAL- PAGE 24 
4086 
B. That the clerk of the district court has been paid the estimated fee 
for preparation of the reporter's transcript. 
C. That the estimated fee for preparation of the clerk's record has 
been paid. 
D. That the appellate filing fee has been paid. 
E. That service has been made upon all parties required to be served 
pursuant to Rule 20 of the Idaho Appellate Rules. 
DATED this 29th ---day of SeptemberOctober, 2009. 
GIVENS PURSLEY, LLP 
AMENDED NOTICE OF APPEAL- PAGE 25 
4087 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify that on this 29th day of October. 2009, I caused a true and correct 
copy of the foregoing to be forwarded with all required charges prepared. by the 
method(s) indicated below. to the following: 
Byron V. Foster ·1x1 First Class Mail 
Attorney at Law n Hand Delivered 
199 N. Capitol Blvd .• Suite 500 D Facsimile 
P.O. Box 1584 D Overnight Mail 
Boise. ID 83701-1584 
David E. Comstock First Class Mail 
Law Offices of Comstock & Bush Hand Delivered 
199 N. Capitol Blvd., Suite 500 Facsimile 
P.O. Box 2774 Overnight Mail 
Boise, ID 83701 
Steven K. Tolman lx-1. First Class Mail 
TOLMAN & BRIZEE. P.C. 'd Hand Delivered 
132 3rd Avenue East D Facsimile 
P.O. Box 1276 D Overnight Mail 
Twin Falls, Idaho 83303-1276 
Gary Dance ij First Class Mail Moffat Thomas Barrett Rock & Fields. Chtd Hand Delivered 
412 W. Center1 Suite 2000 D Facsimile 
PO Box 817 D Overnight Mail 
Pocatello, ID 83204 
Dee Morris ff First Class Mail M&M Court Reporting Hand Delivered 
421 West Franklin St. D Facsimile 
P.O. Box 2636 D Overnight Mail 
Boise. ID 83701 
Mia Martorelli p(f First Class Mail 
21851 Newland St. #190 TI Hand Delivered 
Huntington Beach. CA 92646 D Facsimile n Overnight Mail 
Debora Kreidler ~7 First Class Mail 
c/o Canyon County Court g Hand Delivered 
1115 Albany St. n Facsimile 
Caldwell1 ID 83605 n Overnight Mail 
AMENDED NOTICE OF APPEAL- PAGE 26 
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Laura Whiting 
c/o Canyon County Court 
1115 Albany St. 
Caldwell, ID 83605 
I AMENDED NOTICE OF APPEAL- PAGE 27 
4089 
· 0 First Class Mail 
R Hand Delivered 
0 Facsimile 
0 Overnight Mail 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF CANYON 


















Case No. CV-05-05781*C 
CERTIFICATE OF EXHIBITS 
I, WILLIAM H. HURST, Clerk of the District Court of the Third Judicial District of 
the State of Idaho, in and for the County of Canyon, do hereby certify the following 
exhibits were used at the Jury Trial: 
Joint Exhibits: 
1 Primary Health Report Admitted Sent 
2 Mercy Medical Center Report Admitted Sent 
3 C. C. Paramedics Report Admitted Sent 
4 Digestive Health Clinic Report Admitted Sent 
5 Exam Report Admitted Sent 
7 Autopsy Report Admitted Sent 
8 Copy of Death Certificate Admitted Sent 
9 Progress Notes Admitted Sent 
10 St. Alphonsus Medical Report Admitted Sent 
CERTIFICATE OF EXHIBITS 
004090 
11 Penny Wise Drug Information Admitted Sent 
12 Robin King Report Admitted Sent 
13-14 Copy ofX-Rays Admitted Sent 
Plaintiffs Exhibits: 
19 Financial Charts Admitted Sent 
20 Costs of Funeral Services Admitted Sent 
24 Maria Aguilar Obituary Admitted Sent 
26 Photographs Admitted Sent 
29 Copy of Rosen's Medical Book Admitted Sent 
Defendant's Exhibit: 
A-1 Table from Rosen's Medical Book Admitted Sent 
The following is also being sent as a Confidential exhibit as requested in the 
Amended Notice of Appeal: 
Defendant Steven R. Newman, M.D. 's Memorandum of Costs and 
Affidavit of Julian E. Gabiola in Support of Same (Filed Under Seal), 
filed 6-2-09 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of 
the said Court at Caldwell, Idaho this ___ day of ______ , 2010. 
CERTIFICATE OF EXHIBITS 
WILLIAM H. HURST, Clerk of the District 
Court of the Third Judicial 
District of the State of Idaho, 
in and for the County of Canyon. 
By: Deputy 
004091. 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF CANYON 
JOSE AGUILAR, etal., 
Plaintiffs-Respondents, 
-vs-











Case No. CV-05-05781*C 
CERTIFICATE OF CLERK 
I, WILLIAM H. HURST, Clerk of the District Court of the Third Judicial District of 
the State of Idaho, in and for the County of Canyon, do hereby certify that the above and 
foregoing Record in the above entitled cause was compiled and bound under my 
direction as, and is a true, full correct Record of the pleadings and documents under 
Rule 28 of the Idaho Appellate Rules, and specific documents as requested in the 
Amended Notice of Appeal. 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of 
the said Court at Caldwell, Idaho this ___ day of ______ , 2010. 
CERTIFICATE OF CLERK 
WILLIAM H. HURST, Clerk of the District 
Court of the Third Judicial 
District of the State of Idaho, 
in and for the County of Canyon. 
By: Deputy 
004092 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTI OF CANYON 
JOSE AGUILAR, etal., 
Plaintiffs-Respondents, 
-vs-











Supreme Court No. 36980 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I, WILLIAM H. HURST, Clerk of the District Court of the Third Judicial District of 
the State of Idaho, in and for the County of Canyon, do hereby certify that I have 
personally served or had delivered by United State's Mail, postage prepaid, one copy of the 
Clerk's Record and one copy of the Reporter's Transcript to the attorney of record to each 
party as follows: 
Steven K. Tolman, TOLMAN & BRIZEE, P.C., P. 0. Box 1276, 
Twin Falls, Idaho 83303-1276 
David E. Comstock, P. 0. Box 2774, Boise, Idaho 83701-2774 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of 
the said Court at Caldwell, Idaho this ___ day of ______ , 2010. 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
WILLIAM H. HURST, Clerk of the District 
Court of the Third Judicial 
District of the State of Idaho, 
in and for the County of Canyon. 
By: Deputy 
004093 
